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INTRODUCTION 


Scot McKnight and Joseph B. Modica 


The Son of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, "Look, a glutton 
and a drunkard, a friend of tax collectors and sinners!*.... (Mt. 11.19ab). 
Sticks and stones may break my bones, but names will ever hurt me 
(Childhood saying). 
Although this well-known apocryphal saying has been used by children 
‘on playgrounds for decades, it reinforces a misconception that this book 
hopes to challenge. Calling people names does indeed impact how one 
understands and acts towards those persons. 

One of the most memorable sayings of Jesus in the synoptic gospels is 
‘Who do people say that the Son of Man is?” (Mt. 16.13 and pars Mk 8.27, 
Luke 9.18, NRSV). Much scholarship has been written about the Chris- 
tological impact of Jesus” self-referential question. Notably, the prompt 
response by Peter is also quite memorable: "You are the Messiah, the Son 
of the living God” (Mt. 16.16). Thus, in Peter's brief reply, he attributes a 
name, so to speak, to Jesus (" Messiah"); one that will inevitably cause Him 
‘anguish and death. Names can indeed hurt people. 

In this book, we attempt to further what Bruce J. Malina and Jerome Н. 
Neyrey deftly did nearly twenty years ago in Calling Jesus Names: The 
Social Value of Labels in Matthew (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge Press, 1988), 
namely, to formulate a ‘Christology from the side’—by examining the 
various accusations (vis-à-vis *names") against Jesus in the gospels. Often 
Christological investigations, as noted by Malina and Neyrey, begin either 
from ‘above’ (ic, early church council assessments of Jesus) or from 
‘below’ (assessments of Jesus with an emphasis on his humanity). There- 
fore, Malina’s and Neyrey's approach is novel, since to posit a *Christol- 
‘ogy from the side,’ one must recognize and appreciate the value of social 
labels placed on Jesus because they offer "the human perspective and social 
arrangement marked by the relation of inside and outside, center and 
periphery’ (р. x). Simply put, these social labels demonstrate “how Jesus 
was evaluated by his enemies and followers’ (р. x). 
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Malina and Neyrey utilize the late anthropologist Mary Douglas’ social- 
scientific theory on deviance. Their methodology is to examine the deviant 
‘names’ (‘labels’) given to Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew using as the 
backdrop the ancient Mediterranean culture. Their premise is that the 
social-scientific model ‘attends precisely tothe interpretations of Jesus by 
those who assessed him in terms of the socially perceived and appreciated 
lines that produced the culture of Jesus and Matthew’ (p. xvi). 

‘This is not to suggest, of course, an uncritical approach to their meth- 
odology (see J.B. Modica’s essay, n. 6), yet we believe Malina’s and 
Neyrey's approach can be broadened to include other ‘names’ — what we 
will call ‘accusations’ — beyond Matthew's gospel. 

The impetus and structure for this book originate in a recent article by 
‘one of the co-editors and contributors, who unearthed seven accusations 
against the historical Jesus (see S. McKnight, ‘Calling Jesus Mamzer’, 
JSHJ 1.1 [2003]: 73-103). Simply stated, they are: (1) Jesus аз Law- 
breaker, (2) Jesus as Demon-Possessed, (3) Jesus as a Glutton and Drunk- 
ard, (4) Jesus as Blasphemer, (5) Jesus as False Prophet, (6) Jesus as King 
of the Jews and (7) Jesus as a Mamzer (‘Illegitimate Son’). 

Each contributor was given the task to examine a specific accusation 
and offer how this accusation might lend itself to a more comprehensive 
Christological understanding of the historical Jesus. 


JESUS AS LAW-BREAKER 


Michael F. Bird 


Introduction. 


‘As one who teaches New Testament studies in a Christian College of the 
Reformed tradition, it has become apparent to me that Pharisees and Pres- 
byterians share at least two things in common. First, both groups regard 
themselves as the true representatives of Israel. Second, the most heinous 
and vitriolic accusation that could be oppugned against cither group would 
be to call them antinomian, that is, to insinuate that one of their members 
lives without proper respect for and submission to the law of God. 

My point is not to equate Presbyterians with Pharisees (heaven forbid), 
but to suggest that an accusation of being ‘lawless’ or a "law-breaker" 
functions in certain sociological contexts as a form of deviant labelling.’ 
In such a context, one group ostracizes another by asserting that the beliefs 
and practices of a group defy the patterns of behaviour prescribed by a 
network of shared expectations. Thus to make the charge of being a law- 
breaker against a certain individual or group is to signify a challenge to 
the legitimacy of that individual's or that group's claim to participate in a 
shared identity. Furthermore, the gravity and rhetoric that the challenge is 
‘embellished in is heightened in socio-religious contexts that emphasize 
the importance of orthopraxy over orthodoxy. 

For example, in a Jewish context where the law or Torah functions as the 
constitution for a community (formative horizon), where Torah observance 
‘operates as an prerequisite for membership and as a boundary-marker for 
fellowship in the community (sociological horizon), and even comprises 
the basis forthe eschatological vindication of the community (eschatologi- 
cal horizon), the significance of the label ‘law-breaker’ becomes exceed- 
ingly acute. Violation of Torah meant incurring the curses of Deuteronomy 


1. Bruce М. Malina and Jerome H. Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names: The Social 
Value of Labels in Matthew (Sonoma, СА: Polebridge, 1988). 
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28. In prophetic, wisdom, and apocalyptic traditions, a failure to observe 
the Mosaic statutes resulted in punishment by pagan nations: It is the 
prevention of such dire consequences that led the author of the Epistles 10 
Aristeas to say that the law was given to ‘surround us with unbroken 
Palisades and iron walls to prevent our mixing with any other peoples in 
‘any matter, being thus kept pure in body and soul, preserved from false 
beliefs, and worshipping the only God omnipotent over all creation’ (Ep. 
Arist. 139). Likewise, the rabbinic oral law was a further fence around the 
written law to guard against lawlessness (m. ‘Abot. 1.1; 3.14). 

There are numerous examples in Second-Temple Jewish literature 
‘where rival groups raise charges against another group's practices. Accu- 
sations are then issued to denounce compromisers as law-breakers. In the 
‘Qumran Scrolls the Pharisees are regarded as 'scekers after smooth things" 
(4Q169 2.4; 3.3, 6-8). In the Damascus Document one reads: ‘they had 
sought flattery, choosing travesties of true religion; they looked for ways 
tobreak the law; they favoured the fine neck. They called the guilty inno- 
‘cent, and the innocent guilty. They overstepped the covenant, violated the 
law; and they conspired to kill the innocent" (CD 1.18-20). In the Mac- 
cabean writings, the Jewish Hellenizers are described with disdain and 
contempt. Menelaus, the high priest, is called ‘a traitor of the laws and the 
fatherland’ (2 Масс. 5.15). He is denounced as a ‘law-breaker’ (торй- 
vopos) who appropriately “died without burial’ (2 Macc. 13.7). Another 
high priest, Jason brother of Onias, is reported to have “destroyed the law- 
ful ways of living and introduced new customs against the law 
(rapévouos)’ (2 Масс. 4.11) and ‘changed the nation's way of life and 
altered its form of government in every lawless way (iri тёоау napa- 
vouiaw)’ (4 Macc. 4.19). Josephus narrates how the High Priest Ananus 
was able to have James the brother of Jesus and his companions sum- 
marily executed on a charge of being “breakers of the law (mapavonico)” 
(Ant. 20.200). In Justin's Dialogues with Trypho 108, be reports a Jewish 
charge that Christianity was a ‘godless and lawless heresy’ (aipecis tis 
dios кай боро) and Jesus was accused of teaching ‘godless and law- 
less and unholy doctrines’ (бсо kai ёъора xai ёубола). In the Gospels 
Jesus provokes opposition over issues pertaining to the Sabbath (e.g, 





2, Cf Neh. 926-29, 34; Pss. 78.10-11; 89.30-32; Isa. 5.24; 42.24; Jer. 6.19; 
5.11; 32.23; 44.10-23; Hos. 8.1; Amos 2.4; Dan. 9.11-13; Wisd. 64; 4 Ezra 
423; 724, 72, 79-81; 8.56; 9.11, 32; 14.30. 

3. Translation from Michael Wise, Martin Abegg and Edward Cook, The Dead 
Sea Scrolls: А New Translation (London: HarperCollins, 1996). 





9. 
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Mk 2.24; Lk. 13.14; 14.1-6) and food laws (Mk 7.1-23) and his fidelity to 
the Torah was regarded as suspect to the point that Jesus and his disciples. 
were regarded as performing unlawful acts (Mk 2.24; 3.4). It appears that 
Jesus also responded in kind (Mt. 24.12; cf. Mt. 5.20; Lk. 11.42-52/Mt. 
23.1-36). But Jesus was not alone as other Jews could also condemn the 
Pharisees for their practices. In the Testament of Levi there is a possible 
anti-Pharisaic remark: "You shall set aside the Law and nullify the words. 
of the prophets by your wicked perversity’ (T. Levi 16.2). The Testament 
of Moses contains a similar opprobrium: "Then will rule destructive and 
godless men, who represent themselves as being righteous, but who will 
(in fact) arouse their inner wrath, they will be deceitful men, pleasing only 
themselves, false in every way imaginable... They, with hand and mind, 
will touch impure things, yet their mouths will speak enormous things, and 
they will even say, "Do not touch me, lest you pollute me in the position 1 
occupy"" (T. Mos. 7.3, 9-10). These vitriolic remarks are part and parcel 
of intra-Jewish polemics about Torah and Jewish identity. 

The same phenomenon occurs in the early church with Christians using 
labels of law-breaker and related terms to describe non-belicving Jews and 
‘even competing Christian factions. Stephen’s speech in Acts 7 climaxes 
with the accusation against the Jewish leaders that: ‘You are the ones that 
received the law as ordained by angels, and yet you have not kept it’ (Acts 
7.53). Paul makes a vehement remark about nomistic Jewish-Christians 
that ‘even the circumcised do not themselves obey the law, but they want 
you to be circumcised so that they may boast about your flesh’ (Gal. 6.13). 
‘The Johannine Jesus accuses his interlocutors of failing to keep the law (Jn 
7.19). One also finds traces in the New Testament of authors responding 
чо айерайопв that Christians are law-breakers, including James (1.25; 2.8- 
12; 4.11) and Paul (Rom. 2.13-16; 3.8, 31; 6.14-15; 7.7-25). The distinc- 
tive aspect of the Matthean Jesus is that be upholds and fulfills the entire 
law (Mt. 5.17-20; 7.12} and this portrayal functions as an important 
christological belief for Jewish Christian groups still in some proximity to 
Judaism.’ Strewn throughout the New Testament are exhortations and 





4. On this passage Joachim Jeremias (New Testament Theology (trans. John 
Bowden; London: SCM, 1971], p. 207) writes: "The charge of antinomianism, says 
Jesus in Matt. 5.17, is not completely without foundation, but it is a misinterpre- 
tation; Jesus is not concerned with destroying tbe law but with fulfilling it to its full 
eschatological measure’. 

5. One extra-canonical tradition that also attempts to absolve Jesus from being a 
law-breaker is Р. Eger. 2.1-4: "Then Jesus said to the lawyers, “Punish everyone 
that behaves unjustly and is lawless, but do not punish те”. 
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warnings against ávoyía, or lawless actions and persons (Mt. 7.23; 13.41; 
2328; 24.12; Rom. 6.19; 2 Cor. 6.14; 2 Thess. 2.3, 7; Heb. 1.9; 1 Jn 3.4). 
The pejorative sense of lawlessness in early Christianity differs markedly 
from later gnostic writings where freedom from the law was а character- 
istic of those enlightened by gnosis and Jews and Christians were derided 
аз remaining enslaved to the law (c.g., Apoc. Pet. 82.26; Treat. Seth 
65.14-17; Test. Truth 29.22-25; Gos. Eg. 65.18-19).* 

It is apparent that disputes and divisions about the Torah were central 
in shaping the character of Judaism and early Christianity. It is equally 
true that Jesus’ approach to the Torah aroused suspicion, indignation and 
finally accusations as a ‘law-breaker’ from his Jewish contemporaries. 
Jesus’ disputes with the Pharisees recorded in the Gospels represent a form 
of intra-Jewish legal debate that demonstrates Jesus’ basic convictions 
about the Torah, the kingdom of God, and Jewish identity – convictions 
that proved to be notorious. The umbrage prompted by Jesus" actions and 
teachings їп relation to Torah derived from а radical challenge to his 
interlocutors as to what it meant to be faithful to God in light of the dawn- 
ing eschatological age. At the same time, the historical Jesus’ view of 
Torah is highly disputed, both in terms of the authenticity of traditions 
and the question as to whether Jesus deliberately abrogated the Mosaic 
commandments.’ Therefore, it is the aim of this study to investigate how 


6. Carl B. Smith, No Longer Jews: The Search for Gnostic Origins (Peabody, 
MA: Hendrickson, 2004), pp. 210-13. 

7. JD.M. Derrett, Law in the New Testament (London: Darton, Longman & 
‘Todd, 1970); Klaus Berger, Die Gesetzesauslegung Jesu: Ihr historischer Hinter- 
grund im Judentum und im Alten Testament. Teil 1 (WMANT, 40; Neukirchen- 
Ушуп: Neukirchen, 1972); Robert Banks, Jesus and the Law in the Synoptic 
Tradition (SNTSMS, 28; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), Stephen 
Westerholm, Jesus and Scribal Authority (ConBNT, 10; Lund: Gleerup, 1978); D. 
Moo, ‘Jesus and the Authority of the Mosaic Law’, JSNT 20 (1984), pp. 3-49; Peter 
Fiedler, ‘Die Tora bei Jeus und in der Jesustberieferung?, in Das Gesetz im Neuen 
Testament (ed. Кап Kertelge; QD, 108; Freiburg: Herder, 1986), рр. 71-87; Roger 
P. Booth, Jesus and the Laws of Purity: Tradition History and Legal History in 
‘Mark 7 (ISNTSup, 13; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1986); James D.G. 
‘Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law: Studies in Mark and Galatians (Philadelphia: West- 
minster/Jobn Knox, 1990), pp. 10-86; Ingo Broer (od), Jesus und das Jüdische 
Gesetz (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1992); William Loader, Jesus’ Attitude towards 
the Law: A Study of the Gospels (WUNT, 2.97; Tübingen: Mobr/Siebeck, 1997); 
John P. Meier, The Historical Jesus and the Historical Law: Some Problems within 
the Problem’, CBO 65 (2003), pp. 52-79; Dale С. Allison, “Torah, Urzeit, Елде, 
in Resurrecting Jesus: The Earliest Christian Tradition and lis Interpreters (New 
York: T&T Clark/Continuum, 2005), pp. 149-97. 
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the perspective of Jesus’ opponent's illuminates Jesus’ understanding of 
Torah and also his own mission. 


The Problem of Torah and Nomos 


The study must be prefaced with several preliminary observations. First, 
the role and function of Torah in Second-Temple Judaism’ and early Chris- 
tianity’ are all widely disputed in scholarship. What is clear, however, is 
that there was a multiplicity of views about the law in Judaism and primi- 
tive Christianity. Diversity provides a catalyst for dispute and rivalry to 
‘ensue between religious parties. 

Second, the terms Torah (TT) and nomos (обро) require definition. 
Torah could refer to general instruction but most frequently signifies the 


S. EP. Sanders, The Jewish Law, Five Studies (London: SCM, 1990); Peter 
Richardson and Stephen Westerholm et al (eds), Law in Religious Communities in 
the Roman Period: The Debate over Torah and Nomos in Pos-Biblical Judaism and. 
Early Christianity (SC, 4; Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1991); 
Fredrich Avemarie and Hermann Licentenberger (eds), Bund und Tora: Zura- 
theologischen Begriffsgeschichte in altestamentlicher,frahjdischer und urchrist- 
licher Tradition (WUNT, 135; Tübingen: Mohr'Siebeck, 1996); Heinrich Hoffmann, 
Das Gesetz in der frühfüdischen Apokalyptik (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1999); Reinhard Weber, Das Gesetz” bei Philon von Alexandrien und Flavius 
Josephus: Studien zum Verständnis und zur Funktion der Thora bei den beiden 
Hauprzeugen des hellenistischen Judentums (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2001). 

3. Heikki Räisänen, ‘Freiheit vom Gesetz im Urchristentum’, Studia Theologica 
46 (1992), рр. 55-67; Meinrad Limbeck, Das Gesetz im Alten und Neuen Testament 
(Darmstadt: Buchgesellschaf, 1997); Markus Bockmuehl, Jewish Law in Gentile 
Churches: Halakhah and the Beginning of Christian Public Ethics (Edinburgh: 
‘T&T Clark, 2000); Peter Stublmacher, “The Law as a Topic of Biblical Theology’, 
in Reconciliation, Law and Righteousness (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), pp. 
110-33; Raymond E. Brown and John P. Meier, Antioch and Rome (New York! 
Ramsey: Paulist, 1983), рр. 1-9; Veronica Koperski, What Are They Saying about 
Paul and the Law? (New York: Paulist, 2001); James G. Crossley, The Date of 
Mark's Gospel: Insights from the Law in Earliest Christianity JSNTSup, 266; 
London: T&T Clark/Continuum, 2004), pp. 125-58. 

10. Cf Stephen Westerholm, “Torah, nomos, and Law: A Question of "Mean- 
ing”, SR 15 (1986), pp. 327-36; Philip S. Alexander, “Jewish Law in the Time of 
Jesus: Towards a Clarification of tbe Problem, in Law and Religion: Essays on the 
Place of the Law in Israel and Early Christianity by Members of the Ehrhardt Semi 
nar of Manchester University (ed. Barnabas Lindars; Cambridge: Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 1988), pp. 44-58. 
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Mosaic legislation or Pentateuch. Although the Greek word nomos has a 
broader meaning, it is ordinarily used to translate Torah. In the Gospels 
‘one finds the reference to the ‘Law of Moses’ (Lk. 2.22; 24.44; Jn 7.23) 
directly associating nomos with the Mosaic precepts. Additional designa- 
tions of the Jewish law include ‘Scripture’, ‘commandment’, ‘decree’, 
‘Moses’, and ‘itis written" " The doctrine of dual Torah, one written and 
‘one oral, belongs to the rabbinic era. However, the Pharisees possessed a 
body of oral traditions that stood beside the written Torah and in an 
authoritative relation to them. This ‘tradition’ formed the bedrock of the 
oral Torah of later rabbinic thought. 

The oral tradition of the Pharisees was authoritative in во far as it was 
bound up with applying Torah. Pharisaic hermeneutics seems to have 
anticipated postmoder literary theory by pointing out that the lines 
between text, tradition, and interpretation are not so easily removed from 
‘one another. For some Pharisees the divinely given Torah is accompanied 
by а divinely given Tradition so that the difference between Text and 
Interpretation is blurred. Texts have no utility apart from interpretation. 
and when it comes to the proper interpretation of Torah the Pharisees 
claim to speak for God in their tradition. By effect, if not by design, the 
Pharisaic halakhah was an extension of Torah itself.” 


Jesus’ Disputes with the Pharisees (Authenticity) 


The benefit of reconstructing the viewpoint of Jesus’ opponents is that it 
enables us to confirm aspects of his teaching and behaviour that cannot be 
attributed to the interests of the Evangelists. E.P. Sanders and M. Davies 
write: ‘Once we can discern both favourable and unfavourable portraits of 
Jesus, we can ask what is common to both portraits and we may have 
considerable confidence that what is common is historically sound’. 
‘There were several areas of disputation that arose between Jesus and his 
contemporaries regarding Torah. 


11. Cf. DJ. Moo, ‘Law’, in DJG (eds Joel Green, et al; Downers Grove, IL: 
Inter Varsity Press, 1992), р. 451. 

12, b. Sabb, 31a; m. ‘Abot. 1.1; c£. “tradition of the elders’ in Mk 7.3, 5, 8,9, 13 
and Josephus, Ant. 13.297-98, 408; 18.15; Gal. 1.13-14; Acts 22.3. 

13. Also Martin Hengel and Roland Deines, “E.P. Sanders’ "Common Judaism”, 
Jesus, and the Pharisees’, JTS 46 (1995), р. 31. 

14. ЕР. Sanders and Margaret Davies, Studying the Synoptic Gospels (London: 
SCM; Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1989), р. 302. 
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‘Some scholars advocate that Jesus did not really oppose the Pharisees. 
Moreover, there were no Pharisees in Galilee for Jesus to confront and the 
Gospel authors have projected their own post-70 CE debates with Phari- 
saic Judaism onto Jesus." Sanders complains that the Gospel narratives. 
are unrealistic since: 


Pharisees did not organize themselves into groups to spend their Sabbaths 
in Galilean cornfields in the hope of catching some transgression (Mark 
2.23f), nor is it credible that scribes and Pharisees made a special trip to 
Galilee from Jerusalem to inspect Jesus’ disciples’ bands (Mark 7.10). 
Surely stories such as these should not be read as describing actual debates 
between Jesus and others.” 

Despite the genuine possibility these pericopae owe their origin to debates 

between Jews and Christians (pre- and post-70 СЕ), I remain convinced. 

that such traditions do go back to a setting in Jesus" lifetime. First, in the 





15. = Jerome, Comm. Mart. 2 (on Mt. 12.13) 

16. Rudolf Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition (trans. John Marsh; New 
York: Harper & Row, 2nd edn, 1963), p. 16; Morton Smith, Jesus the Magician 
(San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1978), pp. 153-57; E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism 
(London: SCM, 1985), pp. 264, 270-93; idem, The Historical Figure of Jesus 
(London: Penguin, 1993), pp. 205-37; Paula Fredriksen, From Jesus to Christ: The 
Origins of the New Testament Images of Jesus (London: Yale University Press, 1988), 
pp. 102-10; idem, Jesus of Nazareth, King ofthe Jews (New York: Vintage, 1999), 
pp. 10-11 

17. Sanders Jesus and Judaism, p.265: idem, Historical Figure of Jesus, p.214. 
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‘Gospels the Pharisces and scribes have an obvious literary function as the 
agents of the Jerusalem authorities and are a foil for controversy in the 
various pronouncement stories. Even so, Richard Horsley notes, ‘they 
would have no credibility in either function unless they did, historically, 
оп occasion at least, appear outside of their focus of operations in Jeru- 
salem". The fact that the Jerusalem authorities sent a Pharisaic delega- 
tion to take control of the region at the outbreak of hostilities in 66 CE 
renders the portrait of the Pharisees as delegates of the Jerusalem authori- 
ties to Galilee entirely plausible (Josephus, Life 191-93, 197). Johanan 
ben Zakkai relocated the Sanhedrin to Galilee in the aftermath of the 
Jewish revolt. We know of at least two other Pharisees who were active 
outside of Jerusalem and enforcing strict observance of Torah in Saul of 
Tarsus (Acts 9.1-3; Gal. 1.13-14; Phil. 3.6; 1 Cor. 15.9) and Eleazar 
(Josephus, Ant. 20.43-45). Josephus narrates how the Pharisees took 
measures to transmit their traditions to the common people (Josephus, 
Ant, 13.297-98; 18.15), while Philo records that persons (probably Phari- 
sees) took it upon themselves to guard their ancestral traditions and 
reacted against those that might subvert them (Spec. Leg. 2.253) - this is 
far beyond a concer for introspective picty but expresses an agenda to 
disseminate and regulate Torah observance to some degree.” Archaco- 
logical discoveries of white stone vessels, bone ossuaries, and ritual baths 
throughout Galilee are also telltale signs of the adoption of a distinctly 
Pharisaic halakhah in some quarters of the Galilee.” Pharisaic influence 
‘on Galilee and an attempt to monitor Torah practice by the inhabitants 
cannot be rejected as implausible.” 

Second, Sanders thinks that since it was not Jesus but his disciples that 
are censured for disobeying the law, the stories are in fact allegories of 
Gentile churches that did not keep the law and have retrojected their own 


18. Richard A. Horsley, Galilee: History. Politics, People (Valley Forge, PA: 
Trinity Press International, 1995), pp. 70 and 150-52. 

19. Cf. John P. Meier, А Marginal Jew: Companions and Competitors (ABRL; 
New York: Doubleday, 2001), pp. 315-16. 

20. 1. Strange, ‘Galilee’, in DNTB (eds Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter; 
Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), p. 396; Jonathan L. Reed, 
Archaeology and the Galilean Jesus (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press Intemational, 
2000), pp. 49-51, 125-31. 

21. Fora fictional but realistic story of two Sabbath ‘police’ in Capemaum see 
Gerd Theissen, The Shadow of the Galilean (trans. John Bowden; Philadelphia: 
Fortress Press, 1989), pp. 100-103. 
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debates with Pharisaic Judaism onto Jesus.” It is true that the accusation 
about handwashing is directed against Jesus’ disciples in Mark 7.2-4, but 
in Luke 11.38 itis directed against Jesus personally. This view also over- 
looks a further problem: Pharisaic opposition to Christianity precedes the 
‘entrance of Gentiles into the church as indicated by the persecution of 
Christians by Saul of Tarsus. Pharisaic opposition to the Jesus movement 
in the early to mid-30s renders plausible Pharisaic antagonism towards 
Jesus in the late-20s. One cannot take ай the radical sayings about the law 
and lay them at the door of the Gentile churches. There is nothing to say 
that the radical directions of Jesus" teachings were consistently followed 
in their radicalism by his followers.” When it comes to the Temple, the 
early Christian community in Jerusalem exhibits an attitude to it far more 
positive than that of Jesus (Acts 1-5). Itis the Hellenistic circle associated 
‘with Stephen that urged a retum to Jesus’ radical position vis-à-vis the 
Temple (Acts 6.13-14). The Gentile churches affiliated with Paul (esp. 
Antioch, Galatia, and Rome) did not, as far as we know, radicalize Paul's 
teachings on the law as much as they felt constrained to acquiesce to a 
‘more conservative Jewish position. 

Third, the types of debates about the law in сану Christianity are not 
found in the Synoptics. The canonical Gospels do not provide any 
dominical ruling by Jesus on matters that were a cause of division in the 
carly church including circumcision (Gal. 2.3-9; 5.1-12; 6.12-13; Phil. 
3.3; Acts 15.1-5; 21.21) and Jew-Gentile table-fellowship (Gal. 2.1 1-14; 
Acts 10-11). Also debates about fasting, Sabbath observance, and hand 
‘washing have no immediate application for resolving matters of disagree 
‘ment in the early years of the Christian movement. To be sure, Paul 
rejected the imposition of Sabbath observance upon Gentiles (Gal. 4.10; 
Col. 2.16), but he never claimed that Jesus abrogated the Sabbath or that 
Sabbath keeping was a bad thing. Paul even acknowledged that Sabbath 
‘observance was all right if undertaken as a voluntary act (Rom. 14.5-6), 
Maurice Casey argues for the authenticity of two Sabbath controversy 
stories in Mark 2.23-3.6 on similar grounds: 


The Sitz im Leben of these disputes is in the life of Jesus. Jesus lived in 
first-century Judaism, where the question of bow to observe the Law was a 
permanent focus of Jewish life ... These disputes have no Sitz im Leben in 
the early church, which was concerned about whether Christians, especially 








22. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, pp. 266, 292; idem, Historical Figure of Jesus, 
рр. 217-18; Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, р. 16. 

23. Joachim Gnitka, Jesus of Nazareth: Message and History (trans. S.S. Schatz- 
‘mann; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1997), p. 216. 
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Gentile Christians, should observe the Law at all. These detailed disputes 
до not speak to that major issue.?* 
Thus, the reasons for rejecting the authenticity of the controversy stoi 
between Jesus and the Pharisees are not as convincing as they might 
appear to be 





Jesus and the Food Laws 


Space does not permit а rigorous study of all the areas of legal dispute. 
between Jesus and his adversarics.* Hence I will focus on the food laws 
as an example of Jesus’ disputes about Torah with his opponents. In 
 broaching this topic we must approach them on their own terms and 
bracket out Christian theological concerns about Law and Gospel as well 
as avoid sifting the Jesus tradition for answers to the quandary of Paul 
and the law.” 

The purpose of the purity laws in the Levitical code was to maintain 
Israel’s chosen status so as to protract her capacity to serve and worship 
God. The laws are linked closely with Israel's election and call to 


24, Maurice Casey, Aramaic Sources of Mark's Gospel (SNTSMS, 102; Cam- 
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 192, and 138-92, 257. 

25. СЕ Edward Schillebeeckx, Jesus: An Experiment in Christology (tans. 
Hubert Hoskins; London: Collins, 1979), pp. 233-34; Arland J. Hultgren, Jesus and 
His Adversaries: The Form and Function of the Conflict Stories in the Synoptic 
Tradition (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1979), pp. 198-99; Gnilka, Jesus of Nazareth, 
р. 268; Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz, The Historical Jesus: A Comprehensive 
Guide (trans. John Bowden; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1998), p. 225; Hengel and 
Deines, ‘E.P. Sanders, р. 11; Jürgen Becker, Jesus of Nazareth (New York: Walter 
de Gruyter, 1998), p. 278. 

26. On Jesus and the Sabbath commandment see Sven-Olav Back, Jesus of Naz- 
areth and the Sabbath Commandment Abo: Abo Akademi University Pres, 1995). 

27. Cf. Meier, "Historical Law’, p. 53. 

28. For recent studies on purity see E.P. Sanders, Jewish Law from Jesus to the 
Mishnah: Five Studies (London: SCM, 1990); Hannah К. Harrington, The Impurity 
‘Systems of Qumran and the Rabbis (SBLDS, 143; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993); 
Walter Houston, Purity and Monotheism: Clean and Unclean Animals (ISOTSup, 
140, Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993); Hyam Maccoby, Ritual and Moral- 
ity: The Ritual Purity System and its Place in Judaism (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1999); Eyal Regev, ‘Pure Individualism: The Idea of Non-Prestly 
Purity in Ancient Judaism’, J5/ 31 (2000), pp. 176-202; Jonathan Klawans, Impurity 
‘and Sin in Ancient Judaism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); idem, Purity, 
Sacrifice, and the Temple: Symbolism and Supersessionism in the Study of Ancient 
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national holiness.” The food laws rigorously detailed which consumables 
were suitable and which were not.” The connection of food with election 
is evident in 1 Maccabees which tells how *many in Israel stood firm and. 
were resolved in their hearts not to eat unclean food. They chose to die 
rather than to be defiled by food or to profane the holy covenant; and they 
did die.” Philo tells а similar story of a Jewish woman who, during the 
anti-Jewish riots in Alexandria, was tortured because she refused to eat 
pork. Observing kosher food came to express Israel's separateness from 
other nations in that it distinguished the Jewish diet from others, but was 
also a sign of faithfulness to the Covenant. In practical terms it meant that 
a Jew could not eat with a Gentile without being contaminated since there 
was no guarantee that the food was kosher and had been appropriately pre- 
pared. Hence table fellowship with Gentiles was often (but not always) 
taboo. In Daniel and Tobit the protagonists refuse to defile themselves by 
eating Gentile food." Jubilees urges: ‘Separate yourself from the Gentiles, 
and do not eat with them, and do not perform deeds like theirs. And do not 
become associates of theirs." Jews in the Diaspora attempted to acquire 
native food.” The Jewish refusal to dine with non-Jews was duly noted by 
Greco-Roman authors. There are also indications of post-biblical expan- 
sions of food laws. According to Josephus, some priests who were impris- 
oned in Rome ate only figs and nuts.” The Qumran scrolls forbid a member 
ofthe community from accepting food from a Gentile." Josephus records 
how those who were expelled from the Essenic order starved to death 
because they would not cat impure food.” 


the Temple in the Second Temple Era’, /BL 122 (2003), pp. 247-65; Thomas Kazen, 
Jesus and Purity Halakhah: Was Jesus Indifferent to Impurity? (CBNT, 38; Stock- 
holm: Almqvist & Wiksell,2002). 

29. Lev. 11.45; 20.24-26; Deut. 7.6; 14.1-4, 21. 

30. Lev. 11.1-47; Deut. 143-21; cf. Josephus, Apion 2.173-74, 282; Philo, Spec. 
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31. 1 Macc. 162-63; cf. 2 Macc. 1131: 
32. Philo, Flacc. 95-96. 

33. Dan. 1.5-16; Tob. 110-1 

34. Jub. 22.16 

35. Josephus, Ant. 14.261. 

36. Tacitus, Hist. 5.5.2; Diodorus, Bib. Hist. 34.1. 
37. Josephus, Life 13-14. 
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39. Josephus, War 2.129, 139, 143-44, 152; Amt. 1822; on food and purity 105 
5.12-16; 6.16; CD 10.10-13; 128-22; 4Q284. 








Macc. 5.1-38; 6.16-22; 8.2, 12,29; 132. 





Philostratus, Vit. Ар. 33. 


14 Who Do My Opponents Say That 1 Am? 


Purity in relation to food was a particular concern of the Pharisees as 
the ‘separated ones’ (Heb. mome; Aram. ts; Gk. Фаріюоїо!) who 
formed a purity-dining fellowship where they could eat with other Jews 
who observed similar scruples.® The rationale for engaging in extra-temple 
purity by the Pharisees is disputed, and a vigorous debate has taken place 
between Neusner and Sanders on the topic. According to Neusner, the 
Pharisees pursued purity in order to apply the priestly code to their own. 
lives." In contrast, Sanders believes that purity was pursued for its own. 
sake as something intrinsically good. Many scholars (with qualification) 
have followed Sanders’ vicw.9 Still, Sanders’ concession that the Phari- 
sees made a ‘minor gesture" towards priestly purity opens the door for 
Neusner in some way since a gesture, full of symbolism and loaded with 
polemic, can constitute a point of division. For many Jewish groups the 
Practice of purity was the attempt to realize the conditions necessary for 
the restoration of Israel and the arrival of the eschaton.'^ 

The food laws were an equally contentious topic in the primitive Chris- 
tian movement, aroused by table-fellow between Jews and non-Jews, Luke 
depicts Peter as breaking down the traditional barriers between Jews and 
Gentiles in the episode with Comelius (Acts 10-11) while later in Antioch 
Peter consciously withdrew from contact with Gentile believers at the 
behest of ‘certain men from James’ (Gal. 2.11-14). In the Pauline churches 
food proved to be a divisive topic. Paul asserts that he is ‘convinced by 
the Lord that nothing itself is unclean” (Rom. 14.14). The Colossians are 


40. CE. Emil Schûrer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ 
(rov. and ed. O. Vermes, F. Millar and M. Black; 3 vols; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1973- 
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41. Jacob Neusner, The idea of Purity in Ancient Judaism (SILA, 1; Leiden: Brill 
1973). 

42. Sanders, Jewish Law, pp. 29-42, 131-254 (esp. 192, 235); idem, Judaism: 
Practice and Belief 63 BCE - 66 CE (London: SCM, 1992), pp. 214-30. 

43. Hengel and Deines, "E-P. Sanders’, pp. 41-51; Maccoby, Ritual and Morality, 
Regev, ‘Pure Individualism’, pp. 176-202; Poirier, ‘Purity beyond the Temple in the 
Second Temple Era’, pp. 247-65; but see Klawans, Impurity and Sin in Ancient 
Judaism; James D.G. Dunn, ‘Jesus and Purity: An Ongoing Debate’, NTS 48 (2002), 
р. 454, n. 23. 

44. Sanders, Jewish Law, p.235. 
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(SNTS, 117; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 153. 

46. Rom. 141-156; 1 Cor. 8.1-13; 1020-33, 
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urged not to submit to Jewish purity laws arguably stemming from some 
who were insistent on their observance of it (Col. 2.20-23). The Apostolic 
council in Acts 15 presents James as offering somewhat of a via media 
through his interpretation of Amos 9.11-12 as he exhorts Gentiles to live 
in accordance with the Noachide commandments with a view to abstain- 
ing from pagan religious festivals." There is then a discemible tension 
between Paul, Peter and James on matters of food and purity in early 
Christianity. 

Several studies propose that Jesus was highly critical of the Jewish 
purity statutes. Marcus Borg thinks of purity and compassion as mutually 
exclusive with Jesus urging an abandonment of the former, while John 
Dominic Crossan regards the Jewish purity system as a weapon of the 
Jewish aristocracy that exploits or discriminates against others and Jesus 
viciously attacked it in want of a more egalitarian ethic.” It is often over- 
looked that purity regulations were not confined to Judaism since Greco- 
Roman cults possessed their own purity regulations; indeed, Philo attempts 
to argue for the superiority of the Jewish rites over pagan ones.” Purity 
and ritual was part and parce! of the religious practice of the ancient world. 

am persuaded by Harvey's historical ‘constraint of the law’ whereby 
а Jewish Jesus implies a Torah devout Jesus. Yet we must appreciate a 
tension that is reflected in the Gospels as Jesus is portrayed as both a legal 
radical in some matters (е.в. fasting, Sabbath keeping, and food laws) but 


47. Gen. 94; Lev. 17.10; Deut. 12.16,23-25;cf. b. Sanh. S6a-b; IQapGen 12.17; 
Philo, Quaest. in Gen. 2.59. 
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and Peter Н. Davids; Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 1997), pp. 988-96; idem, 
“Jesus, Levitical Purity, and the Development of Primitive Christianity’, in The Book 
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“Jesus, Levitical Purity’ p. 358. 

50. Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.263-66. 

S1. AE. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraint of History (London: Duckworth, 1982), 
P- 37 (see esp. pp. 37-51) and also Geza Vermes, Jesus and the World of Judaism 
(London: SCM, 1983), pp. 45-46. 
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also as pious and Torah obedient (esp. toward the Temple) Consequently, 
Lam inclined to identify Jesus as essentially Torah compliant, but also 
recognize the fact that he challenged and flouted many of the legal inter- 
pretations of his contemporaries. One particular area of disagreement 
appears to be in matters relating to purity, witnessed by several episodes 
in the Gospels including: (1) Jesus’ table fellowship with ‘sinners’ and 
tax collectors. By eating with such people Jesus became ritually impure 
since the am hares were presumed to neglect levitical law." (2) Within 
the course of his healing ministry Jesus touched lepers and dead per- 
sons,” both of which rendered him impure due to the transmission of 
impurity. (3) Jesus is reported in Mark 7.15 as saying that only things 
‘going out of a man defile and Mark draws the conclusion in Mark 7.19¢ 
that by saying this Jesus “declared all foods clean’. For the sake of brevity 
I shall not attempt a rigorous study of all these incidents but focus on 
Mark 7.15 since it the passage most likely to express Jesus’ central con- 
victs about Torah in general and purity in particular. 

In Mark 7.1-23 Jesus is confronted by the Pharisees as to why his 
disciples eat with ‘defiled’ (xoivós) bands. After a sharp rejoinder to their 
question the pericope climaxes in the pronouncement of Mark 7.15: 
“There is nothing outside a person that by going into him can defile him, 
but the things that come out of a person are what defile him’. There 


52. CE Allison, “Torah, Urzeit, Endzeit’, pp. 149-97. 
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impurity was part of every day life and cleansing was available through the Mosaic 
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food, Banks (Jesus and the Law in the Synoptic Tradition, p. 140) believes that 
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seems a reasonable probability that Mark 7.15 is an authentic utterance of 
Jesus.“ It terms of its historical plausibility it makes sense amidst а Jew- 
ish context with its concern for food laws and debates about purity and 
morality. Chilton suggests that the logion can be easily retroverted into 
Aramaic, which intimates the possibility of an Aramaic source beneath 
the Marcan text.” The thought is verbalized elsewhere and, in Holmen's 
estimation, ‘cross-referenced’ by Jesus’ conduct of dining with sinners." 

On the Jewish background of the logion, the hand washing specified in 
Mark 7.1-5 looks much like the attempt to make the regulations for 
priests in Leviticus 22.1-6 (cf. Exod. 30.19-20) applicable to others. 
Several factors suggest that some Pharisees adopted this custom and were 
keen for others to do so as well. (1) Despite the fact that the Mishnah 
tractates Yadaim and Hullin reflect stipulations pertaining to hand wash- 
ing and food in the post-70 CE era, they may reflect an earlier halakhic 
concem. (2) Sanders admits that the Pharisees washed hands prior to Sab- 
bath and festival meals. If so, it is nota long step to washing hands before 
communal meals, particularly given traditions about the susceptibility of 
hands to uncleanness.“ Moreover, Neusner thinks that all Pharisees washed 
hands before eating ordinary food in the first century. (3) Other texts 
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point to a concem about washing hands in relation to prayer that is not 
‘mandated in the Hebrew Scriptures. (4) The presence of stone jars used 
for purification (cf. Jn 2.6) may point to a wider adherence to such wash- 
ing regulations. (5) The connection between the washing of hands and 
eating of food is that unclean hands could transmit derived impurity to 
food and render it unclean.” (6) Sanders think that although the haberim 
undertook special purity rules, there is no evidence that they expected 
others to do зо. Yet Mark 7.1-5, at face value, should be taken as evi- 
dence that some did. The question posed to Jesus may then be а veiled 
exhortation addressed to another religious leader to undertake a more 
strenuous form of law observance. In this way, one finds a suitable con- 
text for Mark 7.15.9 

‘One implication of the logion is supplied by Mark’s editorial aside in 
7.19c, ‘And he declared all foods clean’ (katiopiGcow тйута тё Beóuara, 
lit. ‘cleansing all food’). Such a statement is nothing short of radical and at 
face value implies the entire undermining of not only the purity code but 
even the invalidity of many (if not most) of the Old Testament regula- 
tions.” Matthew deliberately omits it due to his Jewish sensitivity. On the 
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CE). He surmises that Mk 7.15, 19 isa follow up from 7.1-13 which attacks the role 
of handwashing, so the point of the episode is that food eaten with unwashed hands 
does not render one unclean. Crossley's attempt to take Mark anything other than 

iterally’ on this point is problematic for several reasons: (1) If he statement about 
food in Mk 7.19 only concerns the consumption of food without handwashing, then 
it would hardly offend Jewish scruples and Matthew's omission of the phrase is 
needless. Crossley acknowledges that Matthew omits Mk 7.19 precisely to avoid 
the conclusion that the purity laws are rejected. Matthew apparently docs this 
because Christians in his day were not law-observant (p. 201). Perhaps so, and 
‘maybe one of those Christians was Mark. In which case Mt. 15:20 (‘but eating with 
unwashed hands does not make him unclean’ is not an elaboration of Mark, but 
more likely an urgent qualification that strives to avoid the implication that Jewish 
Christians no longer have to honour the food laws. (2) Tbe attempt to demonstrate 
that the all of ‘all foods" is merely rhetorical fails. True, texts like Ep. Arist. 234 
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assumption that Mark was writing for Gentile readers (hence his explana- 
tion of the customs in 7.3-4), such a statement could arguably be taken to 
‘mean: ‘For you Gentiles, he declares all foods clean so you do not have to 
follow Jewish customs’.” The coherence with Romans 14.14, 20 would 
see Mark adopting a Pauline perspective on Gentiles and the food laws 
‘and not an abrogation of the law in toto, at least not for Jewish believers.” 

However, some see in Mark 7.15 a deliberate abrogation of the purity 
laws.” This is unlikely on both the horizon of Mark's theology and of the 
historical Jesus. If annulling the food laws were the intended purpose of 








and Sir. 36.23 are radical but need to be understood in their broader context. But 
МЕ 7.19 lacks the comparative or dialectic structure of these sayings meaning that its 
radicality is not qualified. (3) It is not certain that the remarks about food in Mk 7.15, 
19 relate back directly to comments about washing in Mk 7.1-13, The link between 
food and washing can be made in other ways (see esp. Gundry, Mark, р. 354). (4) The 
‘coherence between Mk 7.19 and Rom. 14.14, 20 is evidence that such statements 
‘were taken to mean that the ‘strong’ (іе. Gentiles or Jewish Christians like Paul) 
did not have to obey the food laws if they did not want to. (5) Crossley thinks that if 
Mark wanted to abrogate the food laws he would have chosen a much more direct 
‘way of doing it. But for many others and myself, Mk 7.19 is rather direct indeed. 
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the saying then it would be an anomaly in the Jesus tradition." It would. 
also seem that Mark bas not failed to notice the incongruity of having 
Jesus attack the Pharisees for nullifying the law in favour of their tradi- 
tion, only to have Jesus nullify the law in reference to food regulations. 
Mark's concem is probably not a total sweeping away of the law. The 
parenthesis in 7.19c probably indicates the significance of the saying for 
Gentiles and his remark would indicate that his position is a logical step 
from Jesus’ utterance. Furthermore, the pervasiveness to which the purity 
code was followed by Jews in the Mediterranean and the ‘constraint’ of 
Jesus’ general adherence to the law make such an abrogation by him 
improbable. Additionally, if the historical Jesus had spoken so clearly on 
the issue of abrogating the food laws then why was food such a disputed 
topic in the early church and why didn’t they simply refer back to sayings 
of Jesus to settle the matter? The most reasonable solution is because 
Jesus never said such a thing.” 

A better way to understand Mark 7.15 is in a comparative sense whereby 
the point is ‘not only... ut also’. Understood this way, what matters is 
not only cultic purity, but also moral purity. The point is that cultic impu- 
rity does not harm someone as much as moral impurity can. A similar 
dialectic structure is found in Aristeas where it is reported that Jews 
"honour God not only with gifts and sacrifices, but also with a purity of 
heart'.” On the опе hand, the logion maintains a unity between internal 
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disposition and outward acts.” But on the other hand, the element desig- 
nated by "but also” (moral purity) is elevated in importance over the first 
clement (ritual purity). Purity is not negated by shifting it from cultic to 
‘moral realms,” but is redefined or prioritized in terms of relations of per- 
sons rather than exclusively by ritual contamination through objects and 
space. Such a redefinition is memorialized powerfully in the parable of 
‘the Good Samaritan (Lk. 10.30-37).” 

The saying, then, is probably an attempt to articulate the relationship 
between morality and purity. Was impurity sinful?" In one sense impurity 
was simply part of daily life whether it was from menstruation for women 
or burying a deceased relative and for that reason it was not intrinsically 
sinful, Torah allowed for the reintegration of persons who were temporar- 
ily impure for a time. However, it should be borne in mind that ancient 
cultures, Judaism in particular, did not always know of a rigid distinction 
between ethics and purity or belief and ritual Moral and ceremonial 
impurity were not always distinguished. Ritual language for cleansing is. 
frequently used of sin.” On the Day of Atonement the high priest made 
amends for the impurity and transgressions of the people (Lev. 16.16, 
30). Furthermore, ritual impurity could be seen as sinful to that extent that 
ritual expressed one’s piety and adherence to purity laws was com- 
manded." Religious observance while in а state of impurity was sinful 
The equation of ritual with moral impurity was heightened in some 
contexts such as Qumran.* Philo saw a philosophical connection between 
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moral and ritual purity." Early Christianity retained the similar ideas per- 
taining to purification and the removal of sin." The use of the language of 
impurity to describe immorality is more than metaphorical because trans- 
gression of the law produces a genuine defilement with consequences of 
the cultus, people, priesthood, land and the perpetrator." It is arguably 
this nexus between morality and purity that Jesus addresses, 

It is misleading and inaccurate to suppose that Jews divided the law 
into civil, ceremonial, and moral components and to think that Jesus abro- 
gated the ceremonial aspects in favour of the moral code.” For the Jews, 
Jaw was law, an indissoluble unity. The Torah was divinely given and had 
to be obeyed in its entirety. Even so, there was in existence a tradition of 
criticizing merely outward forms of religious display, in both the Hebrew 
sacred scriptures and in intertestamental literature.” The interiorizing of 
the commandments was nothing new to Judaism (c, ‘circumcise your 
hearts’) Thus, a purely outward or ceremonial expression of Jewish 
religion performed in isolation from morality is censured in prophetic, 
rabbinic, sapiential and apocalyptic writings. The Таппайт arguably 'com- 
partmentalized' ritual and moral purity to some extent.” That means 
(Contra Sanders) that itis possible to make a distinction within the law 
even if such a distinction cannot be expressed in anachronistic terms like 
civil, ceremonial and moral.” As such, Mark 7.15 (and the citation of 
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һа. 29.13 in Mk 7.6-8) fits neatly into Second-Temple Judaism and can 
be understood as warning against elevating purity over morality. Such a 
statement corresponds with other complexes in the Jesus tradition such as 
the beatitudes, "Blessed are the pure in heart" and the woe against the 
Pharisees who ‘clean the outside of the cup and plate, but inside they are 
full of greed and self indulgence’ * In such statements Jesus is no more 
trying to abrogate the law than Hosea or Sirach.” 

There is a measure of ambiguity, perhaps deliberately, in this Jesuanic 
mashal. Thus Mark interprets this saying in light of his Gentile audience 
with a view to their freedom from Jewish food laws, while Matthew per- 
ceives in the logion an affirmation of the superior morality of the Jewish 
Jaw and a powerful critique of the Pharisees." Holmén points out that 
Jesus’ actions do not stem from a desire to abolish the distinction between 
clean and unclean, but they do reveal a marginalization of them in view of 
‘moral commands.” It is noteworthy that relativization can still yield the 
same practical outcome as abolishment: non-observance. Dunn goes so 
far as to state that the distinctive features of the Marcan version ov... 
Есу... Болата! makes abandonment of the food laws inevitable."® That 
‘was а corollary not followed by all Jewish Christians, but the Pauline 
missiological principle of non-law adherence for Gentiles stands to some 
degree in continuity with the implications of Mark 7.15. 


‘demonstrates concretely that while Jews could talk about weightir matters of the law, 
some Christians (Gentiles and Jews) were discussing the validity of certain aspects of 
‘tin the post-Easter era. 

95. Mt 5.8; cf. 2 En 453. 

96. Lk. 11.39-40VMt. 23.25-26; Gas. Thom. 89. 

97. CE Bockmuehl, Jewish Law, p. 10; Klawans, Impurity and Sin, p. 147. 

98. Banks, Jesus and the Law in the Synoptic Tradition, pp. 145-46; Booth, Jesus 
and the Laws of Purity, pp. 220-23; Dunn, Jesus Remembered, p. 575. 

99. Holmén, Jesus and Jewish Covenant Thinking, pp. 236-37; and sce Klausner, 
Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 255, 367; Theissen and Merz, The Historical Jesus, pp. 230, 
361; Kazen, Jesus and Purity Halathah, pp. 256-60; Klawans, Impurity and Sin, 
рр. 146-50. The view of Onilka (Jesus of Nazareth, p. 215) that Jesus saw the laws 
of clic purity ‘irrelevant’ and Westerholm (Jesus and Scribal Authority, pp. 90- 
91) that Jesus was ‘religiously indifferent to them go too far. 

100. James D.G. Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law (London: SPCK, 1990), p. 41. 

101. Sanders (Jesus and Judaism, pp. 247-50) thinks that Jesus would not have 
said such a thing because he would have been aware that making а distinction 
within the law and elevating one part over another would lead to non-observance of 
the law in the future. Even if Jesus did foresee the implication that Mark draws (and 
let it be said that anything the historical Jesus believed let alone what he could have 
envisaged is shifting into the realm of speculation) there is nothing to say that he 





24 Who Do My Opponents Say That I Am? 


‘The question remains as to what drove this radical new redefinition of 
purity. A portrait of the future Israel that emerges in Zechariah is that of an 
Israel purified by the eschatological outpouring of God’s holiness on his 
people, and Jesus may have drawn upon this view. The eschatological hope 
of Zechariah is for a fountain that gushes forth water from Jerusalem in 
order to offer forgiveness and cleansing (Zech. 13.1; 14.8). The conclud- 
ing scene in Zechariah is one where everything, even the most mundane 
of objects, becomes pure (Zech. 14.20-21). This Zecharian vision of 
holiness has arguably become a controlling principle for Jesus’ ministry 
"where it drives the redefinition of purity within Judaism as it is holiness 
rather than impurity that acts as a contagion. Much like the gushing out of 
water from Jerusalem in Zechariah, ‘Jesus, by touching people, turns them. 
from impure Israelites into pure Israelites’. 

In sum, Jesus’ critique of the Pharisees or haberim is twofold. First, he 
rejects their expansive interpretation of the purity laws, that is, eating 
food as priestly food and expecting others to do the same." Second, Jesus 
refuses to make adherence to a distinctive application of food laws a test 
саве for covenant loyalty.’ The food laws functioned in many ways as a 
‘badge of Jewish identity, for the Pharisees and Qumranites their distinctive 
food practices operated to demarcate them from other Jews and perhaps 
were used to define themselves as the true keepers of the covenant. These 
criticisms are anchored in Jesus" understanding of morality and purity, is. 
view of holiness rather than impurity acting as a contagion, and arguably 
influenced by ideas of eschatological holiness in prophetic literature. 
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Conclusion 


Several pertinent observations can be drawn from this study about Jesus. 
and Torah. 


(1) Jesus and his followers were regarded as law-breakers by their 
Jewish contemporaries. The taunt of being a law-breaker continued to be 
used against Christians in the post-Easter period culminating in the martyr- 
dom of James the Just. 

(2) In the Gospels Jesus is depicted as both radical in setting aside ele- 
ments of Torah but also conservative in intensifying some commands fur- 
ther. The more radical sayings about the Sabbath and disregarding the duty 
to bury of one's parents were not an attempt to abrogate Torah. Instead, 
they were issued out of Jesus’ conviction that where the mission of the 
kingdom and Torah conflicted the Torah had to give way. The intensifica- 
tions of certain commands (e.g., prohibition on divorce and antitheses) 
were anchored in the view that the kingdom would transform human exis- 
tence to an edenic state that would render many of the Mosaic regulations 
redundant. What is more, Jesus ordered his followers to start living as if 
the edenic conditions were already a reality. Importantly relaxation and 
intensification of the law is a standard feature of Jewish renewal move- 
ments 

(3) The debate about purity in Mark 7.1-23 represents an interiorizing 
of purity by Jesus so that external purity is not abrogated but relativized. 
What Jesus opposed was the halathah of the Pharisees and not Torah 
itself. Jesus’ pronouncements about purity were not a pretext for condemn- 
ing legalism and exteralism."' Jesus would have censured self-righteous- 
ness if he encountered it (Mt. 23.1-39/Lk. 11.37-54; Lk. 18.9-14), but so 
would have other Jews (1QS 11.11-15; 15.18-20; Philo, Sacr. 54-57). 
Accordingly, Jesus refuses to make ive approaches to food and 
purity the markers of covenant identity and a criterion for participation in 
the eschatological kingdom. 

(4) Itis difficult to determine to what extent Jesus’ reputation as a law- 
breaker contributed to his arrest, trial and death." It was Jesus’ Temple 
action that finally drove the authorities to seek his execution, Nevertheless, 
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Jesus’ view of Torah and the Temple, two of the pillars of Judaism, were 
probably used against him at his trial in order to substantiate the charge 
that he was leading Israel astray.” 

(5) Finally, the invective remark of Jesus being a law-breaker ulti- 
mately derives from a negative evaluation of Jesus" own eschatology and 
Christology. Jesus can set the kingdom against Torah or halakhah on 
certain occasions, but he does so only because he understands himself to 
be invested with unmediated divine authority and because he alone is the 
broker of the coming kingdom. Conflicts about Torah ensue out of Jesus" 
contention that the kingdom is in some sense present and is also ready to 
burst upon the world and transform the structures of human existence. Iis 
Jesus’ unique role in relation to the kingdom that propels him into intra- 
Jewish debates about what constitutes covenant fidelity in light of the 
current eschatological climate. What is more, Jesus’ attitude towards the 
Jaw reveals something of his sense of special authority. In Jewish thought, 
Torah embodies and reveals the will and wisdom of God (e.g, Sir. 24.1-23; 
Bar. 3.29-4.1; 4 Масс. 1.16-17). Yet in the antitheses, ‘You have heard it 
said... but I say to you’ (Mt. 5.21-48), Jesus speaks not merely as one who 
fulfils Torah or who can provide the proper interpretation of Torah, but as 
one who is uniquely ranked and can mandate what God truly requires of 
his people. Similarly, in John 5.1-47, the charge of breaking the Sabbath 
shifts from an accusation of lawlessness to one of blasphemy. In other 
words, Jesus speaks about the law and acts towards the law as if he is, in 
‘some sense, to be identified with the God who legislated it. Debates about 
Jesus and the law (both during and after his lifetime) were indebted to the 
claim that Jesus was the eschatological fülfiller of the law, he provided its 
proper interpretation, and he spoke about it with a divine authority. This 
is paralleled by Paul, who announced that Christ was the ‘end of the law? 
(Rom. 10.4); Jesus’ teachings on discipleship are described as the ‘law of 
Christ’ (1 Cor. 9.21; Gal. 6.2), and Jesus himself embodies the heavenly 
Wisdom normally associated with the law (1 Cor. 1.30). 
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JESUS AS DEMON-POSSESSED 


Dwight D. Sheets 


Introduction 


Then they brought to him a demoniac who was blind and mute; and he 
cured him, so that the one who had been mute could speak and see. All 
the crowds were amazed and said, ‘Can this be the Son of David?" But 
‘when the Pharisees heard it, they said, ‘It is only by Beelzebul, the ruler. 
of the demons, that this fellow casts out the demons.’ (Mt. 12.22-24) 


According to Morton Smith the accusation that Jesus cast out demons by 
Beelzebul was the most important of all for understanding the complaints 
against him. ‘Take it away, and all that remains is a collection of unre- 
lated complaints, most of them not very serious; introduce it, and the com- 
plaints can be seen as component elements of a comprehensive structure." 
Indeed, in the setting of first-century Palestinian Judaism the accusation 
would have been quite damning; the rumor alone would have been damag- 
ing to one’s reputation. In the attempt to do Christology ‘from the side? this 
study will probe the question as to why Jesus’ opponents made this parti 
cular accusation. The answer seems obvious; it was a malicious charge 
intended to ruin him. To the believing reader, Jesus” accusers look far 
worse than the one they accuse, for mistakenly or not they have attributed 
his works to a wholly evil source. To this accusation Jesus responds that 
they are in danger of blaspheming the Holy Spirit, something he deemed 
unforgivable. 

It is not the purpose of this study to understand Jesus" response to the 
allegation made by his opponents. What Jesus may have meant by a sin 
that ‘will not be forgiven’, is the subject of another study. The purpose is 
to consider the underlying reasons that motivated Jesus’ opponents to 
make the accusation that he worked in league with demons. Why did the 
scribes deem Jesus’ exorcisms as participation with evil and yet consider 
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the work of other Jewish exorcists to be admirable Jewish therapy? The 
question is important because it cuts to the heart of our subject: how did 
Jesus’ opponents perceive him? Our goal is to understand the thought 
process that led Jesus, the messianic deliverer to his followers, to be seen 
as a minion of Satan by his opponents. 

The accusation that Jesus worked in league with demons occurs in Q, 
Mark and John. For reason of space the discussion will be limited to four 
‘Synoptic accounts, Matthew 9.32; 12.22, Mark 3.22, and Luke 11.14, sec- 
tions commonly referred to as the Beelzebul controversy. The study will 
begin with analysis of the texts in question to ask the critical questions 
regarding their sources, context, and authenticity. The second section con- 
sists of review and critique of Malina and Neyrey's very popular socio- 
anthropological interpretation of demon-possession accusations, The final 
section of the study explores a further idea, one that probes the develop- 
‘ment of Jewish eschatological themes and considers the possibility that the 
accusation may have its source in antecedent eschatological antagonist 
traditions. n this section the idea is put forward that Jesus’ opponents had 
theological reasons for the accusation; their confrontation with Jesus" min- 
istry advanced the conclusion that he, in league with Satan, was acting in 
ways similar to an eschatological antagonist. 





Review of the Texts 
Matthew 9324 — Matthew 1223-24 Mark 3.20 Take 11.1415 


“After they had “Then they brought came together "Мом he was 
gone away,a to him a demoniac again, so that they casting out a demon 
demoniac who was who was blind and could not even eat. that was mute; 
mute was brought mute; and be cured When his family when the demon 
to him. And when him, so that the heard it, they went had gone out, the 
the demon had been one who had been out to restrain him, one who had been 
cast out, the one mute could speak for people were mute spoke, and the 
who had been mute and see. All the saying, “He has crowds were 
spoke; andthe crowds were goneoutofhis amazed. 
crowds were amazed and said, mind" And the 
amazed and said, “Can this be the — scribes who came 
"Never has Son of David?” — down from But some of them 
anything like this But when the Jerusalem said, said, “He casts out 
Pharisees heard it, ‘and the crowd demons by 
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Matthew 93234 — Matthew 122224. Mark 3.20 Luke 11.1415 


deeaseen in they said, “is — "He has Beelzebul, Beelzebul, the ruler 
Isracl”. But the only by Beelzebul, and by the ruler of of the demons". 
Pharisees said, “By the ruler ofthe ` the demons he 

theruler of te demons, that his casts out 

demons he casts out fellow casts out the demons" 

the demons”.” — demon" 








‘The authenticity of the Beelzebul accusation is not often disputed." 
Although redactional elements are present, it is generally agreed that the 
story reflects the Sitz im Leben Jesu. The name Beelzebul, although not 
found in the literature prior to the gospels, reflects the language of a Pales- 
tinian environment. The use of the name was not common to Judaism or 
the earliest Christian circles. The content of the accusation argues for its 
authenticity since the preservation of a tradition that accused Jesus of 
being demon-possessed would have been an embarrassment? The fact 
that the Beelzebul accusation has multiple attestations in both its sources 
and literary forms (note Mt. 10.25) argues for its authenticity and for its 
frequency as an accusation made against Jesus.“ The questions asked of 
these texts have not so much to do with their authenticity as they do with 
the explanation for accusation. 

‘The relationship of the Synoptic accounts of the Beelzebul controversy 
is complex. Common to all is the remark ‘By the ruler of the demons he 
casts out the demons" (Mt. 9.34, iv Tû ápyovn rw Saipovicav Bé 
тё бобина). To this phrase Matthew 12.24 and Luke 11.14 insert the 
name Beelzebul, identifying him as the ruler of demons.’ There ate also 


4. The Jesus Seminar lists the Beelzebul controversy as one of the ten authentic 
acts of Jesus. R. Funk, The Acts of Jesus: The Search for the Authentic Deeds of Jesus 
(San Francisco: Harper San Francisco, 1999), р. 566. Luke's account receives а red 
rating, Matthew and Mark a pink. 

5. А point well argued by G. Stanton, The Gospel and Jesus (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1989), pp. 174-77. R. Gundry, Mark: A Commentary for His Apol- 
ogy of the Cross (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1993), p. 180, states: ‘it seems likely 
that Christian picty would have kept Mark or an earlier tradition from fabricating such 
a charge’; see too J. Meier, 4 Marginal Jew. П. Mentor, Message, and Miracles (New 
York: Doubleday, 1994), p. 625. 

6. Mt 10.25 is a didactic pericope outside the controversy accounts which seems 
to reflect an independent tradition. W.D. Davies, D.A. Allison, The Gospel According 
ло Matthew (ICC, 2; eds 1 А. Emerton, C.B.E. Cranfield, and G.N. Stanton; Edinburgh: 
‘T&T Clark, 1991), p. 193, consider Mt. 10.25 to be dominical. 

, 7. Matthew = iv rà) Вафо Epyovn...and Luke = iv Ваай và 
ёруоуп... 
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distinct differences. Mark's account differs dramatically from the others. 
in its context and wording. Although an exorcism occurs in Mark 3.11, 
unlike the others the exorcism of a mute in the immediate context is not 
that which elicits the charge of the scribes. Rather, in Mark the charge is 
elicited by the concem of Jesus’ family that he was ‘out of his mind" 
(orn) ^ The scribes from Jerusalem agreed; their diagnosis was that ‘he 
has Beelzebul” (Ведро уд) The reason for the visit of scribes from 
Jerusalem is debated. Lane seems correct that it ‘suggests that the Gali- 
lean mission of Jesus bad attracted the critical attention of the San- 
+hedrin’. Their inclusion in the narrative implies that Jesus’ ministry had 
‘become a crisis for both his family and also the religious authorities." 
Matthew has two independent exorcism accounts." Matthew 9.32-34 
appears to be from Q, and except for a few details, has much in common 
with Luke 11.14-15." Luke lacks a comment of the amazed crowd (“Never 
has anything like this been seen in Israel") and identifies some of them as 
Jesus’ accusers. Conversely, Matthew 9.32-24 lacks the name Beelzebul 
and identifies the Pharisees as Jesus’ accusers. Matthew 12.22-24 differs 
in that his demoniac is both mute and blind and not exorcized but ‘cured’, 
Like Matthew 9.32, the demoniac is brought to Jesus, but his cure brings 
а more focused response from the amazed crowd (‘Can this be the Son of 





3. Gundry, Mark, p. 171. Polybius, Histories, 26.1, notes a similar accusation 
against Antiochus IV who was called 'epimanes" by his enemies rather than his title 
‘epiphanies’. 

9. R. Guelich, Mk 1-26 (WBC, 34a; ed. B.M. Metzger; Dallas: Word Books, 
1989), pp. 171, 173, ‘the presence of tbe charge makes the most sense when taken 
as Mark's redactional bridge from his inserted material regarding Jesus’ ministry of 
exorcism (3:220-29) to the previous context of 320-21 by linking "his people's” 
charge in 321b with that of the "scribes". 

10. W. Lane, The Gospel According to Mark (NICNT; ed. F.F. Bruce; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 197), p. 141. Note too Gundry, Mark, pp. 171-72, who adds 
ibat the scribes came from Jerusalem in response tote great multitude that locked 
to Jesus “from Jerusalem" (p. 172). 

11. Gundry, Mark, p. 172, suggests that the mention of scribes ‘perhaps looks. 
forward to the scribes in Jerusalem who will help engineer his crucifixion (8.31; 
10.33; 11.18, 27-28; 14.1, 43, $3; 15.1, 31 cf. also 7.1). 

12. D.A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13 (WBC; ed. R-P Martin; Dallas, TX: Word Books, 
1993), p. 256, "Probably we have bere two originally independent stories of demon 
‘exorcism that have taken the same form’. 

13. J. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (Anchor Bible 28-28A; 2 vol; 
Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1981-85), pp. 917-18, believes that Luke has “by and 
large preserved the wording of “Q”. 
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David?”). The Pharisees in both Matthean accounts are Jesus’ accusers, 
but in 12.24 the Pharisees respond ‘after hearing’ (dxoboavres) the dis- 
turbing question of the crowd. 

Itis significant that in Matthew and Luke the accusation against Jesus. 
follows the response of the crowd. The charge does not appear ‘out of thin 
air’; it was made because his opponents were distressed by the crowd's 
response to his miraculous works. Not unlike Mark, the response was toa 
crisis. Jesus" opponents perceived that the people were being led astray 
and were forced to render a verdict on the legitimacy of his works. They 
‘cannot deny the miracle; indeed, they never try, but are forced to give an 
explanation. It is necessary, then, to consider the origin and nature of their 
explanation. 


Sociological Explanation: Demon- Possession Accusations as а 
Means of Controlling Social Deviants 


‘An influential socio-anthropological study of the purpose and function of 
name-calling in Matthew was undertaken by Bruce Malina and Jerome 
Neyrey in their book Calling Jesus Names: The Social Value of Labels in 
Matthew. Via the use of Mary Douglas’ social-scientific deviance 
model, the authors view the accusations of demon possession from the 
background of ancient Mediterranean ‘witchcraft societies’. In these 
societies labeling someone a deviant (i.e. a witch") served as a medium 
of control. By attributing such evil to one’s opponents, the hope was to 
lessen their influence and hopefully gain their expulsion from the group.” 

The authors propose that the early Matthean community" reflected 
Douglas’ sociological variables of a ‘strong group’ with a ‘low grid’. 





14. Note, however, the same theme in the blind men's сту in the preceding context 
of Mt. 932-34; "Have mercy on us, Son of David!" (Mt. 9.27) 

15. Bruce J. Malina and Jerome Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names: The Social Value of 
Labels in Matthew (Foundations and Social Facets; Sonoma, CA: Polebridge Press, 
1988). 

16. A list of Douglas’ works can be seen at http /www.unine-ch/ethno‘biblio’ 
2000douglas. html. 

17. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, р. 4, In the gospels these accusa- 
tions are made not only against Jesus, but also by Jesus and his followers against 
their opponents (Mt. 10.28; 12.43-46; 13.34; 23.15). 

18. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, pp. 5-6, believe Ње witchcraft accu- 
sations against Jesus are “found primarily in a stage of Matthew's history considerably 
сагйег than its final form’. By this they refer to Q as being the most “faction-focused" 
layer of tradition in Matthew. 
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‘Group’ refers to the pressure individuals within the community feel to 
conform to societal norms. A ‘strong’ group is a controlled system that 
values order and discipline, where an individual's primary identity is 
derived from the group. ‘Grid’ refers to ‘the degree of ascent given to 
group norms, definitions and classifications of a cultural system’. A 
‘low’ grid indicates ‘a poor degree of fit and match between individual 
experiences and stated societal patterns and experience’, The world ‘is 
incomprehensible and fraught with contradictions’ Strong group/low 
grid societies provide a cultural system fertile for witchcraft accusations. 

Matthew's strong group/low grid society was defined according to the 
general social scientific categories of purity, ritual, personal identity, body, 
deviance, cosmology, and suffering and misfortune. The authors conclude 
that the community was a small tightly-controlled reform movement that 
considered purity and perfection its hallmark. Social stereotyping labeled 
individuals according to their group identity; boundaries were clear and 
strictly maintained. Из cosmology was ‘profoundly dualistic’; the individ- 
ual body and world at large were the arena of warring factions. Much 
energy was spent guarding against inner-group polluting elements. Devi- 
ants were exposed through discernment; their hypocrisy and evil made 
necessary their expulsion from the group. 

Further specific characteristics of witchcraft societies are also consid- 
ered. Within witchcraft societies competing groups lived in continuous 
close proximity to other rival groups. No one group possessed the power 
to silence or expel the other. Authority between groups and among group 
members was ill-defined, eliciting conflicting claims to power. Because of 
this intense disorderly confrontations were common, and yet no tech- 
niques had been established for regulating disputes and settling claims. 
Discernment was uscd to expose the presence of deviants who polluted 
the community. 





19, Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 8. 

20. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 8. 

21. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, pp. 11-23. These social character- 
istics were those shared by Jesus’ opponents; as such the social characteristics of 
Jesus’ followers were those of his opponents. 

22. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 25. Douglas lists these cate- 
‘Boris as ‘clearly drawn external boundaries, confused internal relations, close and 
‘continua interaction, poorly developed tension relieving techniques, weak authority 
and disorderly but intense conflict’. 

23. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 27, note that Jesus himself exer- 
сівой the same type of discernment when he ‘saw faith’ and "knew the thoughts" of 
his opponents 
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Jesus was labeled a deviant because he acted outside of his social role 
by being physically mobile. Indeed, the Jesus-movement all witnessed to 
the fact that its central characters were deviants because of their physical 
mobility. Because stereotyping was inherent among strong group/low grid 
societies, a deviant status was applied to his entire group.™ Jesus’ devi- 
ance called for a social verdict. Some judged his mobility to mean that he 
‘was a wandering ‘prophet’ or ‘teacher’, while others (even his own family) 
as imbalanced or demon-possessed (in service of Beelzebul). Jesus was a 
deviant; therefore his words and actions were deviant. His exorcisms were 
not benevolent acts of kindness, but via “discernment” deemed proof that he 
‘was a witch. Once the discernment was revealed, all of his activity ~ eating 
with sinners, exorcizing of demons, violating of Sabbath and washing 
rules — validated the charge. The function of the accusation was to bring 
about the eradication of Jesus. This was not possible in the highly con- 
tentious rivalry of the gospel setting since neither Jesus’ followers nor his 
opponents possessed such authority. Nevertheless, name-calling was а 
means to control Jesus, call his authority into question, and hopefully have 
him expelled. 

‘The social-anthropological model has become standard methodology 
for explaining demon-possession accusations in the gospels. Douglas’ 
grid and group model provides a way to describe the character of social 
structures and explain the typical bebavior of people within a particular 
setting. It helps us explain the social dynamic of demon-possession accu- 
sations. For this it is beneficial. It is also worthy of critique. Garrett is 
rightly critical of the common assumption that a sociological model is 
“untainted by the ethnocentrism that it aims to circumvent’. ‘The problem 
with the supposition is that the model is inevitably biased in favor of 
educated westem categories and question about other cultures.”® In the 
Quest to avoid imposing a modern social system on the text, it may be sub- 
jected to another just as foreign. 

‘One must also question the amount to which social structures determine 
reality; do they describe what is or what is possible? The advantage of a 








24. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 21. "Every person is judged 
according to the features typical of the group to which he/she belongs’. 

25. Susan Garrett, review of B.I. Malina, Christian Origins and Cultural Anthro- 
pology: Practical Models for Biblical Interpretation (Atlanta: John Knox, 1986), in 
JBL 107 (1988), рр. 532-34. 

26. Bruce J. Malina, “The Social Sciences and Biblical Interpretation’, метр. 36 
(3.82), p. 238, suggests that "rom a social science point of view, human beings are 
socially determined’. Christopher Tuckett, Reading the New Testament: Methods of 
Interpretation (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), p. 147, considers sociological 
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sociological model becomes its greatest detriment when a text is inter- 
preted through the lens of its underlying social structures only." Socio- 
logical models аге one of a number of interpretative aids. Surface level 
issues in the text must be allowed to speak with an equal voice. To sug- 
gest, for instance, that Jesus" mobility was that which caused him to be 
labeled a deviant seems strange considering that it is never an explicit 
issue to his opponents. A case might also be made that Jesus’ journeys 
were non-deviant since he regularly returned home from his journeys, 
much like others who traveled for business and pilgrimage. The text 
provides little link between Jesus’ travels and deviance. 

Most importantly, it must be asked of what Jesus was actually being 
accused. Jesus is accused of working in league with or having a demon, 
but he is never accused of being a witch, sorcerer, or magician.» This con- 
clusion is contrary to that of Morton Smith,” who although using a differ- 
‘ent methodology than Malina and Neyrey concludes that if one takes into 
‘consideration Jesus” early life, his miraculous works and actions as com- 
pared to other magician figures, and the beliefs about him outside of the 
gospels, one must conclude that by first-century standards Jesus was a 
magician, He argues that the gospels are essentially a series of cover-ups 
to the real truth. 


models as ideal types’ not necessarily ‘precise descriptions of empirical historical 
realities’. 

27. Meier, A Marginal Jew, p. 551, directly referring to Malina and Neyrey, notes 
that ‘Historians and social scientists may equate certain accusations (ер, being in 
league with the devil or being a deceiver who led the Jewish people astray) with being 
a magician (or, alternatively, a witch); but that is а move made by moder scholars 
engaging in model building at a high level of abstraction’. 

28, Mt 4.13; 8.5; 13.54; 1724-5; Mk 121; 2.1; 3.19; 6.16 9.33; Lk. 4.23, 31; 7.1; 
10.15; Jn 2.12; 4.46; 6.17, 24, 59. Even if rodactional, these passages work against the 
premise that early believers considered all of their founders as deviants because of 
their mobility. 

29. Terms that were readily available: magician - р®үо$ or yóns; sorcerer, pappa- 
пайа, Graham Twelftree, Jesus the Exorcist: А Contribution to the Study of the Histori- 
cal Jesus (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1993), pp. 190-207, argues that Jesus was 
never accused of being а magician in his lifetime and that bis miracles are clearly 
distinguished from magic; so too Meier, A Marginal Jew, p. 551, who further notes 
‘thatthe major flaw is that the accusation ‘does reflect the precise vocabulary and 
immediate reaction of Jesus" fellow Jews in his own day or in the decades imme- 
diately following his deat 

30. M. Smith, Jesus the Magician, and more recently D. Crossan, The Historical 
Jesus (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1991). 
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A number of scholars have been critical of this conclusion." John 
Meier notes that in the gospels only certain types of miracles receive 
fierce opposition, those that are done on the Sabbath and some (not all) 
‘exorcisms (those thought to be done via the aid of demonic powers). The 
chorus of praise that Jesus received for most of his miracles argues against 
the idea that people saw him as a magician or witch. Meier finds no 'inex- 
tricable* link between magic and being in league with Satan. The latter, 
he says, was ‘a much more serious issue’. Indeed, something ‘much more 
serious’ underlies the accusation. What that might be is hinted at in Mat- 
thew 24,63 (cf. Jn 7.12, 47) where Jesus was charged with being 6 
тда (a deceiver). Some have argued that mhévos should also be trans- 
lated ‘magician’, but within the New Testament this is problematic.” 
More significant is the fact that the rAévos, mhévn, rAavdco word group 
is linked to the work of false prophets throughout Jewish and Christian 
apocalyptic literature." This concept appears in the antecedent traditions 
that would be used by the early church in the development of the Anti- 
christ figure but may be the traditions known and used by Jesus’ oppo- 
nents. If this is true, И may explain Jesus’ appeal to the kingdom of God 
in his rebuttal, something not necessary if the only charge was that he was 
a witch or magician. This suggests that Jesus’ words and deeds were of 
such an eschatological nature that to his opponents they could mean only 
‘one of two things; he was either an eschatological savior or an eschatolo- 
‘gical antagonist. The intense opposition to Jesus and the serious charge of 
‘demon possession are in part evidence that his opponents believed the 
latter of the two possibilities. 





31. Note especially the rebuttal to Smith in Twelftree, Jesus the Exorcist, 
рр. 190-207. 

32. Meier, A Marginal Jew, pp. 574-75, п. 74, refers to J. Lightstone, The Com- 
merce of the Sacred. Meditation of the Divine among Jews in the Greco-Roman 
Diaspora (Brown Judaic Studies, 59; Chico, CA: Scholars, 1984), p. 56, who notes 
‘that Jewish magicians set up shop within the synagogue itself, something that would 
not have been allowed should magic and demon possession have been equated. 

33. Twelftree, Jesus the Exorcist, pp. 201-202, refers to J. Samain, L'accusation. 
‘de magie contre le Christ dans les Evangiles’, ETL 15 (1938), pp. 449-90. Twelftree 
persuasively argues that in the New Testament rhavos refers to deceptive words 
not magic. 

34. The view of H. Braun, sAavéco, TDNT, pp. 233-53. 

35. By the word ‘Antichrist’ we refer to a distinctly Christian development of an 
eschatological opponent of God and his people who in church tradition would 
appear bringing great trouble to believers just prior to the second coming of Christ. 
While it is anachronistic to speak of “The Antichrist with reference to pre-Christian 
Jewish literature, we may speak of an Antichrist idea lying within those traditions. 
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Eschatological Explanation: Demon-Possession Accusations and. 
Antecedents of Eschatological Antagonist Tradition 


А connection between the Beelzebul accusation and Jewish antecedents of 
eschatological antagonist traditions has not received much attention. In 
recent decades views have changed regarding the development of the 
theme. Following the conclusions of Bousset, Charles,” and others, for 
‘some time scholars assumed that the concept of Antichrist had an histori- 
cal development reaching far back into biblical history. It was commonly 
held that the idea was already highly developed for the writers of the 
apocalyptic books. * The origins were seen as early as ancient creation 
chaos mythology, which developed through the long history of Hebrew 
thought. Although early texts did not use the title ‘Antichrist’, scholars 
found the figure in them by first noting his characteristics in later Christian 
‘writings and then assuming his presence in figures appearing in carlicr 
documents.” According to Bousset this methodology was valid because 
(1) eschatological traditions regarding the Antichrist remained relatively 
stable over the centuries, and (2) the Antichrist tradition circulated for 
some time in a secret and oral manner before it came into written expres- 
sion by Christian writers. 

Recent studies have shown that а developed Antichrist tradition was 


36. W. Bousset, Der Antichrist im der Uberlieferung des Judentums, des Neuen. 
Testament und der alten Kirche. Ein Beitrag zur Auselgung der Apokalypse (GOt- 
tengen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1895), in English, The Antichrist Legend: A Chap- 
ter in Christian and Jewish Folklore (London: Hutchinson, 1896). 

37. RH, Charles, Revelation 1-14: A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the 
Book of Revelation (ICC, 2; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1920), pp. 76-87. G.C. Jenks, 
Origins, speaks of a Bousset-Charles ‘consensus’ that was reflected in the study of 
Antichrist by many commentators. Note the list on p. 51. 

38. 0.5. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic: 200 BC-AD 
100 (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964). Russell traces the Antichrist theme well 
back into Israel's history on pp. 191 fT. 

39. Russell, Method, p. 277, states the Antichrist is “identified with Antiochus 
Epiphanes’. Sce too, Charles, Revelation, IL2, p. 77. 

40. Bousset, Antichrist, pp. 4, 8. Critical reviews of the earlier BoussetCharles. 
consensus are made by Jenks, Antichrist, pp. 5-13; LJ. Lietaert Pecrbolte, The 
Antecedents of Antichrist: А Tradio-Historical Study ofthe Earliest Christian Views 
ол Eschatological Opponents (New York: Brill, 1996), pp. 6-12; A. Yarbro Collins, 
The Combat Myth in the Book of Revelation (Harvard Dissertation; Missoula, MT: 
Scholars Press, 1976), pp. 166. 
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most probably a distinctly Christian phenomenon." In his study of the 
Hellenistic Jewish literature from 200 BCE to 50 CE, Jenks concludes, 
‘numerous aspects of the later Antichrist myth... bad parallels in the Hel- 
lenistic Jewish literature... [but] there is no evidence for an Antichrist 
myth tradition in these documents" < Rather, the evidence indicates that 
Christian writers picked up antecedent themes from diverse and inde- 
pendent strands of Jewish tradition. One strand of tradition may have а 
figure who is a religious deceiver and in another a godless tyrant; in one 
he is a Gentile, and in another а Jew. The Christian concept of the Anti- 
christ developed from a ‘creative blending of [these] much older tradi- 
tions of quite diverse origins’. 

Using different methodologies, dissertations by Jenks and Peerbolte 
come to somewhat similar conclusions regarding how the Antichrist figure 
developed in earliest Christianity. Although neither found a Jewish Anti- 
christ figure in Hellenistic Jewish literature, both acknowledge the pre- 
sence of antecedent Antichrist themes that had not yet been combined into 
one idea or figure. After the lifetime of Jesus, the earliest church devel- 
oped the Antichrist figure from a ‘christocentric adaptation of and blending. 
of Jewish religious tradition’. This happened as crisis events in the early 
church gave new meaning to earlier texts and allowed for the fusion of 
various independent traditions into a single figure.” Thus, during his life- 
time Jesus’ opponents had at their disposal antecedent Antichrist traditions, 





41. J. Ernst, Die eschatologischen Gegenspieler in den Schriften des Neuen Testa- 
тет» (BU, 3; Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1967); Jenks, Origin; and also Peerbolte, 
Antecedents. 

42. Jenks, Origin, p. 193. 

43, Jenks, Origin, p. 121. 

44. Jenks, Origin, pp. 117-98. This study included the works Daniel, / Enoch, Jubi- 
lees, Martyrdom of Isaiah, Sibylline Oracles, Testament of Moses, Y and 2 Macca- 
bees, Psalms of Solomon, and the Qumran texts. Peerbolte, Antecedents, pp. 225-39, 
adds the later texts of 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. 

45. Jenks, Origin, p. 193. 

46. Jenks, Origin, pp. 358-63. "The extent to which one or the other of these 
strands within the developing Antichrist tradition was emphasized seems to have 
depended on the immediate situation of the writer. In some circumstances the End- 
tyrant elements were of more relevance, and the development of those aspects was 
noted in some of the literature. In others, the need to combat false teaching led to the 
False Prophet traditions being drawn into play”. Similarly in Poerbolte, Antecedents, 
рр. 34041 

47. Jenks, Origins, pp. 364-65, suggests events like Caligula threat to the Jeru- 
salem Temple in 40 CE, the fall of Jerusalem, the death of Nero, and other internal 
church crises, would have provided impetus for such development. 
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Somcthing further is possible; the ministry of Jesus may itself have 
constituted a crisis event for Jewish leaders, not unlike the dynamic that led 
to the development of the Antichrist figure in the earliest church. The con- 
temporary consensus regarding the Christian development of the Antichrist 
tradition makes this possible. Should the tradition have been as developed 
in the carly first century as Bousset and Charles contend, linking the accu- 
sations made by Jesus" opponents to that tradition would be very difficult. 
Jesus” actions in the gospels cannot be paralleled to a fully developed Anti- 
christ tradition. If, on the other hand, the antecedent strands of рге- 
Antichrist traditions were part of Jewish theological thinking in the early 
first century, these could easily be drawn upon as the basis of their accu- 
sations. 

Jenks and Peerbolte also come to very similar conclusions regarding the 
content of the major antecedent strands of tradition from which the earliest 
church drew in the development of the figure. Although using slightly 
different terminology, the table below outlines the main streams of those 
traditions. 





Of these traditions the two that were most important in the Christian. 
development of the Antichrist were those of the Endtyrant and the False. 
Prophet.” For reason of space, the remainder of our study will explore 
these two themes in relation to the Beelzebul controversy passages. 


The Beelzebul Controversy and Jewish Endtyrant Tradition 
Eschatological antagonist tradition may be seen in the name to which 
Jesus” accusers appeal as the source of his power. In the gospels the name 


48. Peerbolte, Antecedents, p. 342; Jenks, Origins, p. 194, chats are given listing 
both the theme and the Jewish sources where the themes occurs. 

49. Jenks, Origins, p. 363; Peerbolte, Antecedents, pp. 340-41; so too D. Aune, 
Revelation 6-16 (WBC, 52; ed. B.M. Metzger; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1998), 
р. 753. My use of the term "Eodtyrant is from Jenks. 
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Beelzebul seems to have an established meaning as a synonym for Satan. 
How this occurred is unclear since the name does not occur in any 
literature prior to the gospels, a point that leads some to believe the name 
was coined on the spot.* The word Besh- is equivalent to the Hebrew 972, 
‘lord’, ‘owner’, or ‘master’, and the name of the ancient god Baal." The 
second half of the compound name, CrBouA, Zebuiil (31), has puzzled 
scholars, yet may be a key as to why the title was used in the accusation. 

Lloyd Gaston proposes that Beelzebul means ‘lord of heaven’ or ‘lord 
of the temple’ Не suggests that Jesus may have indicated this in Mat- 
Jiko&ea rórny BeeheBovA EmexcAeoav, moo pÂAAov 
Tous ойкгакойу абтой (‘If they have called the head of the house Beelze- 
bul, how much more the members of his houschold!"). Jesus parallels 
oirobrorórms (head of the house) with Ве аро (Beelzebul), giving 
assent to a derogatory taunt by indicating that he was truly the ‘lord of the 
temple"? If true, this may not only tell us something about Jesus’ under- 
standing of himself, it also suggests the meaning of the name Beelzebul 
and why Jesus’ opponents chose to use it in their accusation. 

‘The meaning of Zebulll as ‘heaven’ or ‘temple’ can be inferred from 
occurrences of the word in the Hebrew text. The noun *z in the Old 
Testament means ‘elevation’, ‘height’, or “lofty abode’. In its various 
contexts it refers to ‘a lofty dwelling’ such as heaven or the temple as 
God's dwelling place. This is seen in 1 Kings 8.13 (79 93} 3 ris 735 
tor T0” 105, “I have built you an exalted house, a place for you to 
dwell in forever"), where "1 is parallel with 7" (house). The same is true 
of Isaiah 63.15 (srowern FETE Sato mw азд 227 "Look down from 








50. Lloyd Gaston, ‘Beelzebul’, 72 18 (1962), p. 253, ‘It is not a name otherwise 
known, because it was coined specifically for this situation 

SI. F. Brown, S.R. Driver, С.А. Briggs, The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius 
Hebrew and English Lexicon with an Appendix Containing the Biblical Aramaic 
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1979), p. 127. 

52. Lloyd Gaston, 'Beelzebul*, pp. 247-55. See also E.C.B. MaClaurin, ‘Beelze- 
boul’, NT 20 (1978), pp. 156-60 (158). 

53. MaClaurin, ‘Beelzeboul’,p. 157, argues that oixoBuonoms isthe Greek term 
representing Веибо. He further argues from Ugaritic parallels that the phrase 
&pxovri тз» Saiyovieay, ‘ruler of the demons’ (9.34; 12.24ff ; Mk 3.22; Lk. 11.15; 
1801) also stands in parallel with the meaning of cixodeoworns and Bet{eBouh. 
MacClaurin equates the terms accordingly: &pxovn: = Beth-—Seonom™s whereas тоу 
Sawovieov= cios (ВО (that is, cios and фойд refer to а “house” or ‘temple? 
of demons). 

54. Gaston, ‘Beelzebul’, p. 247, states that the etymology of the word comes from 
the Aramaic-Hebrew combination 2t2. 

35. BDB, p. 29. 
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heaven and see, from your holy and glorious habitation") where 5710 is a 
synonym for ree (heaven). The four occurrences of "2 in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls ай refer to God's heavenly dwelling * In Rabbinic Hebrew 21 is 
‘not common but has the same meaning as the Old Testament and Dead 
Sea Scrolls. An example ofthis is Hagigah 125, where 5Ş is the name of 
the fourth heaven where the heavenly Jerusalem is found. 

Gaston suggests the title Beelzebul reflects the situation of Antiochus 
IV Epiphanes and the Jewish struggle with his enforced worship of Baal. 
In the Hellenistic Age the chief rival of the Yahweh faith was ‘the cult of 
the heavenly Baal, called in Greek 205 'ONymos (Zeus Olympios) and in 
‘Aramiac poera, "lord of the heavens'." Among Gentiles the name 522 
коё, Baal Shamayim (‘lord of the heavens") was an acceptable ascription 
for Baal, but among the Jews such a phrase could describe only Yahweh. 
This may explain why in the later writings of the Old Testament other 
phrases were substituted for Baal, reserving names meaning ‘lord of the 
heavens’ for Yahweh alone (for example woy“ in Dan. 5.23). * И may 
also explain the Latin variant” Beelzebub,“ or ‘lord of the flies’, as ‘an 
attempt to replace some honorific title by some disgraceful one" ^ Deroga- 
tory terms were created via wordplay in order to cast aspersions toward 


56. Gaston, "Beelzebul’, р. 249, notes that in 1QM 12.1, лут 212 “in thy 
holy dwelling’, stands parallel with coen ‘in heaven’; in 1QM 12.273135 Para 
"in thy holy dwelling’, is parallel with 7227p ze ‘in thy holy habitation"; in 105 
10.3 (cf. Hab. 3.11) the sun and moon shine Ст 210 “from the holy dwelling” 
and in ТОН 3.34 God ‘thunders’ erp 21 (‘from his holy dwelling’. 

57. Gaston, ‘Beelzebul’,p. 252. 

58. Ezra 1.2, 5.11; 12:69, 10; 7.12, 21,23; Neh. 14, 5/24, 20; Ps, 136.26; Dan. 
2.18, 19, 37, 44; 4.34; 5.23, Tob. 13.11; 2 Macc. 15.23, 

59. c (ff) vg sy"? 

60. Kaufmann Kohler, "Beelzebub", Jewisbencyclopedia.com, holds that Beelze- 
bul is a variant spelling of Beelzebub or ‘lord of the flies’, the god of Ekron whom 
the ailing King Ahaziah consulted in 2 Kgs 1.2-6, This view is rejected by Gaston, 
“Beelzebul”, p. 251; Twelftree, Jesus the Exorcist, p. 105. Bradley L. Stein, ‘Who the 
Devil Is Beelzebul”, BR 13 (1997), pp. 42-48, believes that Beelzebul is а debased 
form of the Phoenician name Baalazbul. From this he concludes "We should recog- 
nize Beelzebul as the Canaanite god Baal, reduced from дейс grandeur to a 
malevolent spirit (p. 45). Note too the various view in Fitzmyer, Luke, р. 920. 

61. MaClaurin, "Beelzcboul" p. 156. See also the numerous examples of the change 
from Baal to bosheth or ‘shame’ in BDB, p. 127. Gaston, 'Beelzebul' p. 252, notes. 
further attempts to avoid attributing the title to Satan. He rejects the translation lord 
‘of dung” which can be made only by emending the text to фадо. D. Wenham 
lists the various views in ‘Abomination of Desolation’, ABD, 1, p. 639. 
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Antiochus’ god. Many have noted that in Daniel 12.11 o pë ("PET 
Bit in Dan 11.31) the ‘abomination of desolation’ is probably a distor- 
tion of the патегч 5zz (Baal Shamayim) and an example of the Jewish 
practice of ‘substituting a cacophemistic name for that of a heathen 
god'.® It is now commonly held that *"abomination of desolation” is. ..a 
derogatory reference to the deity to whom Antiochus rededicated the 
Jerusalem temple’. Ford has shown that in every instance то Вбёйшүна. 
Tfis ёрписзовсә (abomination of desolation, Dan. 9.27; 11.31; 12.11, [cf. 
8.13], Mk 13.14 par Mt. 24.15) is ‘ever linked with the temple”. 
Considering the above, a few conclusions are in order. First, although 
such an honorific title was a problematic attribution for Satan, Beelzebul 
could be identified as Satan because Jews and early Christians considered 
pagan deities to be demons.“ Zeus, the chief of the Greek gods,“ was the 
perfect fit as the Jewish ‘chief of the demons". In a first-century Jewish 
context the names Beelzebul, Baal Shamayim, and Satan could easily be 
considered synonyms. Second, although the word (Во, Zebull could 
mean either ‘temple’ or ‘heaven’ depending on the context,” Beelzebul 
was chosen because of its link to the temple. The name had historical sig- 
nificance specifically with regard to Antiochus IV's defiling of the Jerusa- 
lem Temple; it also had present significance for just as Antiochus ГУ acted 
against the Temple as the representative of Beelzebul/Baal Shamayim, 


62. Gaston, ‘Beelzebul’, p. 252, notes that this was first recognized by E. Nestle, 
"Der Grevel der Verwüstung, Dan. 927, 11.31, 12.11": ZAW, 4 (1884) p. 246, See 
too G.R. Beasley-Murray, Jesus and the Last Days: An Interpretation of the Olivet 
Discourse (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1993), pp. 408-12; D. Ford, The Abomination of 
Desolation in Biblical Eschatology (Washington: University Press of America, 
1979), pp. SO. 

63. D. Wenham, ‘Abomination of Desolation", p. 29. Note 2 Mace. 612. 

64. Ford, Abomination of Desolation, p. 2. 

65. Fitzmyer, Luke, р. 920. E.C.B. MaClaurin, “Beelzcboul, p. 158. МЕМ, 
Aitken, “Beelzbal’ JBL 31 (1912), pp. 34-53. Note bow the LXX of Ps 95.5 (96.5) 





tåviðväv барди; Note also 1 Cor. 10.20; ef. LXX Deut. 32.17; Ps. 105.37; Bar. 
47; Rev. 9.20. 
Note the ascription in Aeschylus, Fragment 70 (Heliades [Daughters of Helios]) 
“Zeus is the бегу upper air, Zeus is tbe earth, Zeus is the heaven; Zeus is all things, 
and whatever transcends them’. 

67. Aiken, "Beelzcbul" p. 50, lists а number of possible Hebrew terms with similar 
meanings to 72 that might have been chosen 1, P^, PM, PD, Jae, mans, 
concluding ‘one, zebul, was chosen; why this particular one we do not know” 





2 Who Do My Opponents Say That І Am? 


so too Jesus’ threats against the Temple made him suspect of the same 
actions. By using this title, Jesus’ opponents were drawing on Jewish 
Endtyrant tradition. 

Gaston notes that Zebuiil may have been chosen because of its link to 
the Tosephta Sanhedrin 13.5, which speaks of certain Minim who will 
remain in Sheol forever because they acted against the Temple. To those 
‘who ‘stretched out their hands against the Temple’ it is said 

Sheol wastes away, but they do not waste away, for it is written: ‘and 
their form shall cause sheo! to pass away". What brought this upon them? 
Because they stretched out their hands against the Temple, as it is 
written: "because of his temple’; and ‘zebu means nothing else than 
‘Temple’, for it is written: “I have surely built thee a beth zebul, a place 
for thee to dwell in forever 
Jesus’ opponents may have viewed him as a Minim, who like Antiochus 
IV was a threat to the Temple. Jesus spoke against the Temple and even 
predicted its destruction.” It is very possible that Jesus’ opponents thought 
statements regarding the temple as an indication that he fit the pat- 
tem of Antiochus Epiphanies whose allegiance to Zeus-Beelzebul, the 
"lord of the temple” threatened the very existence of the nation. 

Jesus’ predictions of the Temple's destruction are numerous: ‘See, 
your house is left to you’ (Lk. 13.34-35a); ‘Indeed, the days will come 
upon you, when your enemies will set up ramparts around you and 
surround you, and hem you in on every side. They will crush you to the 
ground, you and your children within you, and they will not leave within 
you one stone upon another’ (Lk. 19.41-44); *Not one stone will be left 








68. The Endtyrant theme is in Dan. 7-12; 4QTest 22-30; 1QH 6.29-35; Q246; 
T.Mos. 8, See Jenks, Origins, pp. 175-85 for a discussion of the themes involved 
and texts. 

69. Gaston, ‘Beetzebul’, p. 254. This understanding of Ps. 49.15b is reflected in 
"be later Targum: ‘Their bodies will be destroyed in Gehinnom because they stretched 
‘out their hands and destroyed the house of dwelling С?Т г) of His Shekinah’ 
(Rosh Hashanah 7a; Seder’ Olam Rabbah 3). 

70. Craig Evans, ‘Predictions of the Destruction of the Herodian Temple in the 
Peeudepigrapha, Qumran Scrolls, and Related Texts’, SP 10 (1992), pp. 89-147. 
Although admitting to redactional editing, Evans argues for the authenticity of the 
destruction predictions. He concludes that Jesus not only predicted the Temple's 
destruction, he also (1) used the language of the prophets (esp. Jeremiah and Ezekiel) 
transferring their concem for the Babylonian destruction of Solomon's Temple to 
the destruction of the Herodian Temple; (2) considered the Herodian temple estab- 
lishment corrupt; and (3) may have beld that the Temple's construction by Herod 
made its destruction inevitable. 
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here upon another; all will be thrown down" (Mk 13.1-2 and pars); “When 
you see Jerusalem surrounded by armies, then know that its desolation 
has come near’ (Lk. 21.20-24). Jesus’ ‘cleansing’ of the Temple appears to 
have been a symbolic demonstration of its impending destruction. Rather 
than a call for ‘pure’ temple worship, his ‘overturning’ of the tables sym- 
bolized its complete destruction and eventual rebuilding. Sanders asserts 
that Jesus’ statement, “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it 
up’, probably implied his own involvement in its destruction." Jesus was 
known to have placed himself above the Temple, and some believed he 
hinted to his own involvement in its destruction. ‘I tell you, something 
greater than the temple is here’ (Mt. 12.6). At his trial witnesses stated 
“We heard him say, “I will destroy this temple that is made with hands, 
and in three days I will build another, not made with hands” (Mk 14,58 
par Mt. 26.61). While on the cross Jesus is mocked by his own words, 
“Aha! You who would destroy the temple and build it in three days’ (Mk 
15.29 par. Mt. 27.40). 

‘An objection could be raised that Jesus’ threat to the Temple, though 
serious, does not constitute the monstrous figure seen in the Endtyrant 
tradition. According to the tradition from Daniel as well as other Jewish 
Hellenistic sources,” this figure was an historicized human manifestation of 
the ancient chaos monster of combat myths. He was a lawless blasphemer, 
whose pride and divine claims brought great evils upon Israel. How can 
Jesus be said to have fulfilled these traditions? It is not beyond reason to 
posit that Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom of God, combined with any 
threat to the Temple, could easily be adapted to Endtyrant tradition. 
Contrary to carlier beliefs, these traditions proved to be highly malleable 
to the situation in which the author or community saw itself.” Moreover, 


7I. ЕР. Sanders, “Jesus and the Temple’, in The Historical Jesus in Recent 
Research (eds J. Dunn and S. McKnight) from the series Sources for Biblical and 
Theological Study (ed. D.W. Baker, Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), p. 374; 
Similarly in Evans, Predictions", pp. 116-17. 

72. ЕР. Sanders, “Jesus and the Temple’, p.374. The existence of the threat form 
‘1 will destroy’ (Mk 14.58) ‘makes it virtually incredible that the entire saying could 
be vaticinium ex eventu.. or] the temple was in fact destroyed by the Romans in 
the year 70° 

73. A. Moses 8.1-2;4 Ezra 6; 11.29-35; 12.2331; 2 Apoc. Bar. 36.7-11;40.1-3; 
Sib, Or. 3.75-92.611-15; 1 Enoch 85-90; Jub. 23.16.32; 1 Macc. 1; 2 Mace. 4-9. 

74. A point often scen with regard to the earliest church's development of the 
tradition, but also troc within Judaism. Р. Veilhaver and G. Strecker, ‘Apocalypses 
and Related Subjects’, in New Testament Apocrypha. П. Writings Relating to the 
postes; Apocalypses and Related Subjects (ed. W. Schneemelcher trans. R. MeL. 
Wilson; Louisville: John Knox: Westminster, 1992), p. 579. Peerbolie, Antedecents, 
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some of Jesus’ acts and words, though not of the gravity seen in Endtyrant 
tradition, could easily be used to cast him in that light.” Jesus, therefore, 
like Antiochus IV may have been seen as an Endtyrant figure who with 
Beelzebul wished to be ‘lord of the temple’. 


The Beelzebul Controversy and the False Prophet Tradition 

‘A second tradition drawn upon in the development of the Antichrist figure 
was the concept of the false prophet. It seems likely that Jesus was con- 
sidered a prophet during his lifetime.” Мота Hooker notes, ‘the fact that 
Matthew and Luke use prophet-typology of Jesus. .. even though belief in 
him as a prophet was in their view inadequate, shows how firmly rooted 
in the tradition this belief аз”. A number of scholars have explored the 
‘question regarding Jesus’ status as a prophet. Scot McKnight proposes 
that the eschatological nature of Jesus” ministry and actions had numerous. 
parallels to the first-century Jewish sign prophets, particularly in those 
elements that align with the actions of Moses and Joshua." He suggests 


р. 343, notes the how different antecedent traditions were emphasized between 
Jewish and early Christian communities based upon their expectations and experi- 
‘ences, Jenks, Origins, p. 159, notes that not every aspect of Endtyrant tradition was 
"susceptible of transfer for a lster time". This is clear in his study of the differing 
pictures of the Endtyrant in Jewish literature before and after Daniel (рр. 161-70). 
Even the more fully developed ideas of earliest church do not present а uniform 
Antichrist tradition. Various themes were emphasized depending upon community 
and situation: committing blasphemy and/or declaring himself to be divine (Dan. 7.25; 
8.11-12, 25; 11.36.37; 2 Thess. 24; Ase. а. 46; Mk 13.6, 22; Lk. 21.8; Did 164); 
deceiving and leading people astray (Mt. 24.10, 24; Mk 13.22; Asc. Ва. 2.7; 2 Thess. 
2.10-12); performing miraculous signs (Mt. 24.24; Mk 13.22; Asc. Isa, 44-5, 10; 
2 Thess. 2.9; Did. 164; Sib. Or. 2.167-68; Apoc. Pet. 2.13; Apoc. EL 3.7) setting up 
an image to himself and/or being worshipped (Asc. la. 4.11; 2 Thess. 24; cf. Dan. 
34). 

75, Blasphemy (Mt. 93 par Mk 27, Lk. 5.21; Mt. 26.65 par Mk 14.64; Jn 1033, 
36), setting aside the law or setting himself above it (Sabbath [harvesting] Mt. 12.8 
ри Mk 2.28, Lk. 65; [healing] Mt. 12.9-13 par Mk 3.1-5, food laws, ML. 15.11 par 
Mk 7.20; parental laws, Mt. 1034-26; 12.46-50; Lk. 14.26); defying authority (Mt. 
2313-39, In 84445). 

76. Jesus indicates this of himself (Mt. 10.41; 1239 [as Jonah]; Lk. 42407; 
133), as well as others (Mt. 21.11, 46; Mk 6.15; Li. 7.16 [397]; 24.19; Jn. 4.19; 
6.14; 740; 9.17) 

77. Morna Hooker, The Signs ofa Prophet: The Prophetic Actions of Jesus (London: 
SCM Press, 1997), p. 77. 

78. Scot McKnight, ‘Jesus and Prophetic Actions’, BBR 102 (2000), pp. 197- 
232. See too Dale Allison, Jr, The New Moses: A Matthean Typology (Minneapolis: 
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the evidence points to the possibility that сапу Jewish Christologies 
included the belief in a coming Eschatological prophet like Moses based 
оп Deuteronomy 18.15-18 and Malachi 4.5. These prophets were apoca- 
lyptic in nature promising miraculous acts of redemption.” Josephus 
refers to one ‘Egyptian’ as a ‘false prophet’ (War. 2.261) but thinks no 
higher of those who do not receive the title. In his discussion of the Pas- 
sion Narrative, Raymond Brown notes, ‘that Jesus acted like a prophet, 
and thus caused some to think he was one could also have caused others to 
think that he was а false prophet" Whether or not Jesus was put on trial 
аза false prophet is certainly debatable. It is interesting that the charges — 
blasphemy, threats to the Temple, and possible kingly and divine claims — 
all have parallels in antecedent Antichrist traditions. 

‘Although an eschatological false prophet is not widely attested in Jewish 
sources before the time of Jesus," W. Meeks asserts that there is ample 


Fortress Press, 1993); JJ. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (New York: Doubleday, 1995), 
рр. 112-22, suggests the presence of a messianic eschatological prophet in 40521 
Who fits the Elijah redivivus moti. 

79. B. Ehrman, Jesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennium (New York: 
‘Oxford, 1999), concludes something similar of Jesus. A discussion of first-century 
prophets is in R. Gray, Prophetic Figures in Late Second Temple Jewish Palestine: 
The Evidence from Josephus (New York: Oxford, 1993); sec too the discussion of 
the prophetic types in К. Horsley and J. Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiah: 
Popular Movements in the Time of Jesus (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Intemational 
Press, 1985), pp. 161-89. 

80. Raymond Brown, The Death of the Messiah, from Gethsemane to the Grave 
A Commentary on the Passion Narratives in the Four Gospels (New York: 
Doubleday, 1994), 1, p. 53. 

#1. Although E. Lohmeyer (‘Antichrst, RAC 1, p. 453) believes this to be 
possible; Zu solchen Vorstellungen hat vielleicht die Erwartung beigetragen, da 
der eschatologische Vollender als der Prophet’ kommen werde... vielleicht ist auch 
‘cin Hauptthema der atl. Religionsgeschichte, der Kampf zwischen wabrem u. 
falschem Prophctismus, cschatologisiert worden... oder cs spiegeln sich darin innere 
Lehrstreiigkeiten" I is also suggested by G. Strecker, ‘Der Antichrist: Zum religions- 
geschichtichen Hintergrund von 1 Joh 2,18.22; 4,3 und 2 Joh 7', in Text and Testi- 
‘mony: Essays on the New Testament and Apocryphal Literature in Honour of A. F. 
J. Klijn (Kampen: Uitgeversmaatschappi J.H. Kok, 1988), p. 249. “Möglicherweise 
liegt dieser Vorstellung eine jüdische Tradition über den endzeitlichen falschen 
Propheten als Gegenspieler des wahren Propheten zugrunde; jedoch ist für diese 
Vermutung ein eindeutiger Beleg bisher nicht vorhanden. Immerhin ist denkbar, dal 
Din 13,2-6 schon im Jodentum eschatologisiert wurde und — wie es die Erwartung des 
endzeitlichen Propheten nach Din 18,15.18 gab — sich anch eine Vorstellung vom. 
apokalyptischen Lügenpropheten gebildet hatte." 


46 Who Do My Opponents Say That 1 Am? 


evidence that ‘a fairly firm tradition existed in first century Judaism about 
“false prophets” who would arise to “lead people astray” by performing 
“signs and wonders” The foundation for this theme is seen in Deuter- 
onomy 13.1-6 and 18.18-22. He notes especially Deuteronomy 13.1-3a, 
‘If prophets or those who divine by dreams appear among you and 
Promise you omens ог portents, and the omens or the portents declared by 
them take place, and they say, “Let us follow other gods” (whom you 
have not known) “and let us serve them,” you must not heed the words of 
those prophets or those who divine by dreams’. Meeks believes that the. 
plot to kill Jesus is linked to the false prophet theme in these passages. 
Mecks goes even further, however, by positing that the Deuteronomy pas- 
sages provide the basis for Jewish traditions of the false prophet in the 
Jewish Antichrist legend. "The New Testament provides several clues to 
traditions about the false prophet tradition which evidently bad developed 
in apocalyptic circles of Judaism." In Matthew 24.11 and Mark 13.22, 
the woes of the last days will include the appearance of ‘false prophets" 
(фкоботрофїтол) who will ‘lead astray’ (nhavdw or àmomhavd). The 
false prophet will do ‘signs and wonders’ (onura каї тїрата). Both of 
these themes are applied to the Antichrist in later New Testament texts 
(Rev. 13.11-18; 16.12-16, 19-20; 2 Thess. 2.8-12). In these texts the false 
prophets is an enemy of God and works under the power of Satan leading 
people astray and performing miraculous acts. Meeks proposes that this 
motif comes directly from the Hebrew text® and points to similar earlier 
traditions from Qumran texts that speak of the ‘“man of lies” (2127 NW, 
1QpHab 2.2; 5.11; CD 20.15) or “preacher of lies" (2127 rem, 1OpHab 
10.9; CD 8.1 9.26) or (715% cw, CD 1.14) "man of scoffing" ™ 
Meek’s argument can be augmented by noting the false prophet themes 
in CD9.2-3 (‘everyman over whom the spirit of Beliar dominates, and he 
preaches apostasy, will be judged according to the regulation of the necro- 
mancer or diviner’), and the similar and strikingly developed language 
in Sib. Or 2.165-69 (‘the gathering together is near when some of the 





82, W. Meeks, The Prophet-King: Moses Traditions and the Johannine Christology 
(Leiden: Brill, 1967), p. 55. 

83. Meeks, Prophei-King, p. 48. 

84. Meeks, Prophet-King, p. 48, believes that Mark goes beck to a Jewish Vorlage. 

85. Meeks, Prophet-King, p. 50, rejects Bousset's supposition that the works of 
the false prophet may be explained solely in terms of chaos-dragon mythology (Der 
Antichrist, р. 307). 

86. Meeks, Prophet-King, p. 51. 
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deceivers in place of the prophets [буті mpo$riráv] approach, speaking 
on the earth. Beliar also will come and will do many signs (oriuara) for 
‘men, Then indeed there will be confusion of the holy chosen and faithful 
men’). 

G. Stanton further shows that the false prophet accusation is commonly 
linked to ‘some form of demon possession". By working backwards 
from later texts he suggests that during his lifetime Jesus was accused of 
being a false prophet and proposes a connection between this and the 
Beelzebul accusation. By way of argument Stanton notes that in several 
second-century writings Jesus is said to have “practiced sorcery and enticed 
and led Israel astray’.* The same charges are found in other false prophet 
accusations in both the New Testament and other first-century texts. 
Moreover, accusations of this sort outside of the gospels also include the. 
belief that the success of the false prophet's ‘signs and wonders’ is due to 
his ‘close relationship to the devil orto demons' ** The evangelists include 
redactional accounts of the accusation that Jesus led people astray and 
was possessed," but it can also be argued that at least some of the accu- 
sations go back to Jesus’ lifetime. Stanton argues this primarily of the 


87. G. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 
р. 129; see also the earlier "Early Christian-Jewish Polemic and Apologetic’, NTS 31 
(1985), pp. 377-92. 

88. Note b. Sanh. 43a; b. Sanh. 107b; Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, pp. 129-32, 
suggests that these rabbinic accusations are early, independent, and were probably 
prevalent. He believes that it is to such an accusation that Justin (Dialogue 69.7) 
responding. Stanton posits that Justin believed the accusation to have been prevalent at 
the time of Jesus (Twelftree [Exorcst, pp. 190-207], vigorously rejects the idea that 
Jesus was accused of bring a magiciat/sorcerer during his lifetime). Stanton also 
points ош that a further accusation may be found in Josephus Antiquities 18.63, which 
he believes even with Christian interpolations retains elements of Josephus" hostile 
account of Jesus. He holds that Josephus” statement that Jesus, ка! тойдой; viv Tou- 
Saious nels бі xai той ЕХАдижой #ттүбүгто, “drew over to him both many of 
tbe Jews, and many ofthe Gentiles, to be better worded ‘led astray (érmyáyrro) both 
many of the Jews, and many of the Gentiles” (pp. 133-34). 

89. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, pp. 135-37, notes Acts 13.6-12; Philo, Spec. Leg. 
1315; Josephus Ant. 20. 169-72; 20.97; Bell. 2.261-63; Philostratus, Life 5.12. 

90. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, pp. 137-39, notes Justin, Dialogue 69, Origen, 
Сотта Celsum, Epiphanius, Panarion, 48.1-13, and New Testament examples in Mt. 
11.7-19 par Lk. 724-35; Acts 13.6-12; 1 Jn 4.1; Rev. 22025; 13.11; 16.13; 1920; 
2010. 

31. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, pp. 139-44, notes Jn 7.12, 25-27, 40; 8.48; 10.19.21; 
Lk. 23.1-5 Mt 934; 1025; 27.63-64, and redactional elements of Mk 3.19b-35. 
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Beelzebul accounts. The fact that cach of the synoptic accusations comes 
from three different groups points to the probability that this was a well- 
known taunt ‘thrown at Jesus by more than one group of opponents’ > 
The false prophet theme appears in cach account; Jesus’ miraculous 
works are attributed to a demonic source because he is perceived to be 
leading the people astray.” 

In sum, the belief in a demon-possessed false prophet who would lead 
Israel astray is an independent strand of tradition that would be used by 
the earliest church in the development of Antichrist tradition. Our study 
suggests that Jesus” opponents also used the tradition during his lifetime. 
because in their own crisis they saw him as an opponent of God and his. 
people in a way possibly similar to the way Jesus’ followers would sce 
the Antichrist only a few decades into the future. 


Conclusion 


(1) It has been proposed that a purely sociological explanation does not 
fully answer the question as to why Jesus was accused of casting out 
demons by Beelzebul. That Jesus appeared and ministered among a witch- 
craft society’ tells us only in what settings these types of accusations occur. 
Itdoes not answer the question of why this particular accusation was made. 
The developing traditions within Judaism of the eschatological adversary 
have been suggested as a more unifying factor for explaining the demon- 
possession accusations. 

(2) Although recent studies have shown that a fully developed Anti- 
christ tradition did not exist in the time of Jesus ~ that “The Antichrist’ is 
а Christian construction — the antecedents of that tradition did exist and 
жеге developing within Second-Temple Judaism. The similarity of the. 
content of the accusations against Jesus with the antagonist traditions may 
imply that Jesus’ opponents appealed to them in the crisis of dealing with 
Jesus the miracle worker in much the same way as the earliest church did 
їп confronting its adversaries decades later. 

(3) Following Gaston it was proposed that the use of the name Beel- 
zebul was intentional by Jesus’ opponents. This name linked Jesus to Satan 
‘and atthe same time to Antiochus IV Epiphanes who dedicated the temple 


92. Stanton, Jesus and Gospel, p. 144. The accusation comes from the Pharisees 
(м 12.24), the scribes (Mk 3.22), and the crowd (Lk. 11.15). 

9з. Mt. 9.33, "Never has anything like this been seen in Israel"; Mt. 12.23, ‘Can 
this be the Son of David?"; Mk 3.20, and the crowd came together again, so that 
they could not even eat..." Lk. 11.14, "and the crowds were amazed’. 
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to Zeus, served as his representative, and brought great harm to the people. 
Like Antiochus, Jesus made threats against the Temple, and at the very 
least, some believed that he would be involved in its destruction. Thus, 
Jesus’ threats fit what is known about an Endtyrant tradition that existed at 
that time. 

(4) It was posited that the charge of demon possession against Jesus 
suggests the belief that he was а false prophet. The tradition of the miracle- 
working false prophet is found as early as Deuteronomy and developed in 
Jewish tradition, especially in the Qumran literature. Beliar possesses the 
false prophets, and his deceptive signs operate through them. Jesus’ oppo- 
nents interpreted his exorcisms as standing within this tradition. Jesus’ 
rebuttal to his opponents is not to the charge that he was a magician or 
witch, but to the charge that be was an eschatological antagonist figure 
like that in the false prophet tradition. His appeal to the kingdom of God 
makes this clear. 

(5) This study does not set aside the work of Malina and Neyrey but 
rather moves beyond it by positing the actual reasoning behind the accu- 
sations. The goal has been to look through the theological eyes of Jesus’ 
opponents and thus truly give a Christology “from the side’. 


JESUS AS GLUTTON AND DRUNKARD: THE 'EXCESSES" OF JESUS" 


Joseph B. Modica 


Introduction! 


This essay will explore the accusation against Jesus as ‘a glutton and a 
drunkard’ found in Matthew 1 1.16-19, Luke 7.31-35 and Q 7.31-35. The 
guiding question will be: What can we further understand about the histori- 
cal Jesus by understanding this accusation? As Malina and Neyrey have 
aptly observed, the social labels (‘names’) affixed to Jesus in the gospels 
can offer what they cite as a Christology ‘from the side’. This approach 
to Christology differs from the traditional ones: namely, one ‘from above" 
(carly church council debates) and one ‘from below’ (i.c. descriptions of 
Jesus focused on his humanity) in that it involves more of the ‘human 
perspective and social arrangement marked by the relation of inside and 
outside, center and periphery’? This Christology ‘from the side’ is crea- 
tively crafted, according to Malina and Neyrey, by a reframing of the fol- 
lowing questions: (1) How does reading occur їп first-century Palestine? 
(2) What is the nature and function of language? Furthermore, how does 
‘one derive meaning from a text? and (3) How does one recover the social 








* L borrow this title from J. Koenig, New Testament Hospitality (repr. Wipf & 
Stock, 2001; original Augsburg Fortress, 1985), p. 20T. This essay is dedicated to 
Professor William V. Crockett, Professor of New Testament at Alliance Theological 
Seminary (Nyack, NY) on the celebration of his 28th year of teaching. Ad mulos 
annos! 


1. 1 would like to thank the generosity of my colleague at Eastern University, 
Professor Carl Mosser for offering bis insights to my paper. Any deficiencies of 
course belong exclusively to the author. 

2. BJ. Malina and J.H. Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names: The Social Value of Labels 
in Matthew (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge Press, 1988), p. ix. 

3. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. x. 

4. Malina and Neyrey adopt what they call the ‘scenario model’ — hat is, cach 
reader bas a firm grasp of how the world functions, viz., an awareness of the world. 
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systems of the original audience of, say, Matthew's gospel (namely, the 
social-scientific method)” 


The Use of "Labels" in First-Century Palestine 


What are roles of ‘name-calling’ or ‘labels’ in first-century Palestine? What 
does ‘name-calling’ or ‘labels’ tell us about the alleged accusers? First, 
according to Malina and Neyrey, ‘labeling people and things is an essen- 
tial feature presumably of every culture’. Labels function as boundary 
markers, as ‘a system of lines to tell where things are in place, where they 
are clean’. 

‘Second, Malina and Neyrey situate the specific name-calling or labeling 
pertinent to our study as ‘deviance’, which ‘refers to behavior or conditions 
that result in a person's being out of normal place. Behavior is deviant 
when it violates Jines...(my emphasis).”* This is key to understanding 
labels in general and ‘a glutton and a drunkard” in particular — a behavior 
is labeled deviant when it challenges established boundaries, that is to say 
‘tines’. Furthermore, a ‘deviant’, according to Malina and Neyrey, ‘is a 
person perceived to be out of place to such an extent or in such a way as to 
be redefined in a new, negative place — the redefinition, of course, deriving 
from the labelers.... ‘Deviant’ is thus a status assumed by persons identified. 
as rule-breakers, that is, those who negatively step or stand out of place in 
‘some irrevocable way.” 

Moreover, Jerome Neyrey’s insightful essay “The Symbolic Universe 
of Luke-Acts' develops our understanding of the clash that Jesus had with 
his accusers: it was a clash of ‘worldviews’ or ‘a symbolic view of the way 
the universe should be structured and ordered’.* He observes that people 
typically ‘draw lines which define and give meaning to their world in 


5. Malina's and Neyrey's contribution to Christology is that they address gospel 
interpretation from а social-scientific perspective. Certainly any perspective, including 
the social-scientific one, is not without йв critics (sec F.W. Burnett's review in CBO 
52 (ав. 1990], pp. 165-66, which, although generally laudatory, does question the use 
‘ofa modem ‘Labeling theory’ on a pre-modem culture (vis-à-vis first-century Pales- 
tine) Also, see R. Hodgson's review in ВТВ 20 (Winter 1990) рр. 171-72, which also 
raises some methodological concerns. 

6. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 36. 

7. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 36. 

3. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 36. 

9. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 40. 

10. Neyrey, “The Symbolic Universe’ in The Social World of Luke-Acts (ed. J.H. 
Neyrey; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991) p. 273, following P. Berger and T. Luck- 
‘mann, The Social Construction of Reality (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966). 
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terms of six basic areas: self, others, nature, time, space and God’."" Hence, 
Jesus challenged (and was inevitably "labeled" himself) because he chal- 
lenged the lines drawn by his accusers. "Nor did Jesus observe the expec- 
tations encoded in the map of the body to defend its holiness.” It appears 
then that Jesus did not just challenge the lines drawn by his accusers; he 
expanded their group boundaries. 

Neyrey also observes that Jesus’ meal patterns literally turned the soci- 
etal system upside down. He places the accusation “а glutton and a drunk- 
ard’ under the social category of the "New Maps of Persons’ since Jesus 
strategically ets ‘across the board’ with those who are marginalized, out- 
side of specific group members." Neyrey observes that ‘Jesus could claim 
to bea following the pattem of a saintly prophet who shared the table of a 
foreign woman in а foreign land (Luke 4.25-26). But he gives mixed sig- 
nals in regards to the map of persons; he is upsetting the accepted norms." 

Third, labels are social constructions formulated by a dominant group. 
Labels are intrinsically social tools. Labels determine ‘insiders’ versus 
‘outsiders’. So to label someone is not an arbitrary individual act, but a 
‘social act of retaliation for some alleged deviance’. Also, since labeling. 
is essentially a social construct, it results in serious negative social con- 
sequences for the one(s) who are labeled. Some of those negative social 
consequences include, but are not limited to: social distancing, the decan- 
nization process (a person becomes а non-ssint)" and finally the force 








13, J. Breech refers to this as the psychology ofa group. "Neither Jesus nor John 
rebels against Judaism. Each of them acts according to his own standards; neither of 
them pays any attention to the group. But their contemporaries perceive them as 
defectors from the group, since they categorize everyone as ether а "member" ofthe 
group or as а “non-member...” (The Silence of Jesus: The Authentic Voice of the 
Historical Man (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983], p. 28). 

14, Neyrey, ‘The Symbolic Universe’, p. 378. 

15. Neyrey, ‘Ceremonies in Luke-Acts’, in The Social World of Luke-Acts (ed. 1H. 
Neyrey; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991), p.378. M. Douglas uses the term ‘grid’ 
rather than ‘map’. See Natural Symbols: Explorations in Cosmology (New York: 
Pantheon Books, 1982), especially ch. 7 ‘Sin and Society’. “The relation of self to 
society varies with the constraints of grid and group: the stronger these are, the more 
developed the idea of formal transgression and its dangerous consequences, and the 
less regard is felt for the right of the inner self to be freely expressed” (р. 102). 
16. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 37. 

17. An obvious example would be Judas Iscariot, who is often labeled by the 
evangelists (post-betrayal) as Judas, ‘the one who betrayed Him [Jesus (sce Mt. 
2625; 27.3; Mk 3.19; Lk. 6.16; Jn 12.4; 182). Yet there are those who overcome 





MODICA Jesus as Glutton and Drunkard 53 


of stigma." 

Bruce J. Malina also suggests that the label ‘a glutton and а drunkard” 
was a dishonoring one. In his essay, "Honor and Shame: Pivotal Values of 
the First-Century Mediterranean World’, Malina elucidates that honor 


is the value of a person in his or her own eyes plus the value of that person 
in the eyes of his or ber social group. Honor is a claim to worth along with 
the social acknowledgement of worth. The purpose of honor is to serve as a 
sort of social rating which entitles a person to interact in specific ways with 
his or her equals, superiors and subordinates, according to the prescribed 
cultural cues of society." 
Malina then unpacks the societal values of honor and shame in the first- 
century Mediterranean context.” Labels/norms/values inevitably have posi- 
tive and negative connotations. Honor then is not simply the attribution of 
ıa title; rather it also involves a group's evaluation (е. social rating) of a 
particular action or attitude. 

The following ‘Challenge and Response’ model proposed by Malina is 
valuable when investigating and evaluating these ‘accusatory labels’ found 
in the gospels.* It involves three separate but interrelated sequences: 

(1) Challenge. A claim to enter the social space of another, whether 
positive or negative. 

(2) Perception. This is the necessary bridge, so to speak, between the 
challenge and response (see below). It involves individual awareness about 
the challenge and what available responses there аге. 

(3) Response. There are three available responses for the individual 
being challenged: (a) Positive Rejection — scor, disdain, contempt = 
which requires vengeance on the part of the original challenger; (b) 
Acceptance — а response which entails a counter-challenge, which allows 
for the exchange to continue and (c) Negative Refusal - which involves no 
response, simply interpreted as a dishonor. Malina summarizes the chal- 
lenge-response model: 


such labels, namely, Rahab ‘the prostitute” (Heb. 11 31; Jas 2.25), My thanks to Pro- 
{fessor Mosser for this latter observation. 

18. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, p. 38. 

19. BJ. Malina, The New Testament World: Insights from Cultural Anthropology 
(Louisville: John Knox Press, 1981), p. 47. 

20. Malina acknowledges that this is only a hypothetical model. I is nonetheless 
helpful in examining these ‘accusations’. 

21. See Malina, New Testament World, p. 31. The seven accusations are listed in 
S. McKnight's ‘Calling Jesus Mamzer’, JSHJ 1.1 (2003), 73-103, esp. 73-76. 
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‘Now in the first-cenrury Mediterranean world, every social interaction 
that takes place outside one's family or outside one's circle of friends is 
perceived as a challenge to honor, a mutual attempt to acquire honor from 
‘one’s social equal. Thus gift-giving, invitations to dinner, debates over 
issues of law, buying and selling, arranging marriages, arranging what we 
‘might call cooperative ventures for farming, business, fishing, mutual 
help, and the like - all these sorts of interaction take place according to the 
‘patterns of honor called challenge-response’ 7 

By examining the pericopes in both Matthew and Luke, is the above 
model valuable in beginning to understand the alleged accusation against 

Jesus? Let us briefly examine the model in light of Matthew's and Luke's 

contexts: 


(1) Challenge. Both John and Jesus are challenged by the implied 
audience initially due to their external behaviors. (a) John ‘came neither 
eating (no bread) and drinking (no wine)’ — the challenge of asceticism. 
John is also accused of having a ‘demon’. (b) Jesus, on the other hand, 
came ‘eating and drinking" — the challenge of excessiveness ~ being ‘a 
glutton and drunkard’. Jesus is also accused of being ‘a friend of tax col- 
lectors and sinners’. Both divine messengers are ultimately rejected by 
their constituencies. 

"John and Jesus, central figures in the salvation being effected by God, 
are nevertheless rejected by the populace. The mystery becomes even 
greater when, as the Gospel proceeds, cach is killed. Those who oppose 
God will always seem to have reasons to resist’.” 

(2) Perception. This of course rests on the mindset and motivation of 
each evangelist (i.¢., Matthew and Luke). Why do they include their pas- 
sages where they do? How did they perceive the actions of Jesus? How 
did they understand their audiences? These questions will be addressed 
‘when investigating the actual accusation. Especially pertinent are the evan- 
gelists' emphases on the identity of Jesus: Matthew notes in 11.3 ‘Are you 
һе who is to come, or shall we look for another?'; Luke follows almost 
identically (Luke uses ёо»; whereas Matthew uses Erepov) in 7.19b and 
20. The importance here is that each evangelist is concemed about Jesus’ 
identity and what impact that identity will have on the readers. 


22. Malina, New Testament World, p. 32. 

23. D.A. Hagner, Matthew 1-13 (33A; Dallas: Word Books, 1993), p. 311. 

24, The preferred reading is ёо» because of manuscript evidence; however, BDF 
notes that these two words were used indiscriminately during this period (See J.A. 
Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke IX [AB, 28; New York: Doubleday), 
p. 667; BDF §306). 


MODICA Jesus as Glutton and Drunkard 55 


(3) Response. Initially, there is no specific response by Jesus to the 
challenge, since an independent wisdom aphorism concludes both the 
Matthean and Lukan passages.” However, in Matthew's next section, 
Jesus immediately begins to chastise the unrepentant cities of Chorazin 
and Bethsaida (Mt. 11.20-24) in what amounts to an eschatological day of 
judgment (ёре xpioscos, see v.22). Matthew s transitional verse (v. 20), 
not found in Luke’s rendition, certainly supports that time has elapsed, 
especially with the adverb tore 

Luke's account also confirms no specific response to the accusation; 
however, Luke follows it with his own special story of Jesus" pardon of a 
sinful woman during a dinner in the house of Simon the Pharisee (7.36- 
50). Luke positions a meal to immediately reinforce the accusation of 
Jesus as the consummate party animal (to borrow Blomberg’s catchy 
title)* — namely, a ‘glutton and a drunkard’. Furthermore, what is more 
preposterous is that during this meal — as it will be shown — ‘this stubborn 
and rebellious’ son (Jesus) forgives a woman (‘a sinner’) her sins. 

So one can conclude that Malina's challenge-responsc model offers a 
beginning analysis to the purpose and function of the accusation ‘a glut- 
ton and a drunkard” 


The Accusation: An Examination of 'A Glutton and a Drunkard’ 
(Matthew 11.19; Luke 7.34; Q 7.31-35) 


To my knowledge, the authenticity of this pericope appears to be the 
majority opinion in New Testament scholarship." Breech, commenting, 


25. Опе could argue that this is the evangelists’ response. 

26. See C.L. Blomberg, Contagious Holiness: Jesus ' Meals with Sinners (NSBT; 
ed. D.A. Carson; Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 2005), ch. 4. 

27. See М. Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus, “The arguments for the 
authenticity of both this simile and its application are very strong indeed’ (р. 120). 
Also J. Breech, The Silence of Jesus, who lists the parable as one of the cight authentic 
соге sayings of the historical Jesus. On the other hand, The Jesus Seminar finally 
rejects its authenticity, offering a ‘gray’ (“ЗУ ей, maybe") evaluation, determined mostly 
because the gospel writers understood the phrase ‘Son of Man’ in the messianic sense. 
The Jesus Seminar concludes that this phrase then cannot be atributed о Jesus. But 
this is tenuous at best, since those who voted on this passage detect that ‘The differ- 
ence between a pink (“Sure sounds like Jesus”) and a gray designation hangs on the 
thread of this single expression’ (see The Five Gospels: The Search for the Authentic 
Words of Jesus [tans and commentary by R.W. Funk, R.W. Hoover and The Jesus 


56 Who Do My Opponents Say That I Ат? 


specifically on the accusation of ‘a glutton and drunkard’, notes: ‘It is 
virtually impossible to imagine anyone in the Christian tradition fabricat- 
ing a saying that pictures Jesus in this way; hence, with the highest degree 
of probability, we can accept the saying as authentic’ John Meier con- 

curs: ‘It strains credulity to think that the early church would create such a 
‘a glutton and a drunkard") about Jesus when 





‘The genre in which the accusation is embedded appears to be parable 
in three organized parts with a wisdom saying (aphorism) attached to the 
end” 

We will now examine the slight differences in each account. 
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There are at least four slight emendations between Matthew's and Luke's 
account (see above synoptic diagram). Both accounts are nearly identical 


Seminar, New York: Macmillan, 1993], р. 303). Contrary, Sanders argues that the 
pericope "has the ring of authenticity" Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1985), p. 179). A.J. Hultgren also affirms the historicity of the particular accu- 
sation (see Jesus and His Adversaries: The Form and Function ofthe Conflict Stories 
in the Synoptic Tradition (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1979], pp. 110-11. 

28. J. Brooch, Silence of Jesus, p. 23. 

29. ТР. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Mentor, Message, and Miracles (New York: 
Doubleday, 1994), П, р. 150. 

30. See C.L. Blomberg, Interpreting the Parables (Downers Grove: Inter Varsity 
Press, 1990), pp. 208-10. 

31. My investigation assumes the Two Source Hypothesis popularized by B.H. 
‘Streeter (The Four Gospels, 1924) at the beginning of the twentieth century. There 
has been a recent wave in NT scholarship questioning the veracity of the Quelle 07) 
source document (see footnote 32 below). 
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with Q. The first involves verb tenses: Matthew uses the aorist tense; 
whereas Luke uses the perfect. The second involves minor Lukan additions. 
for clarification and emphasis (the additions are [bracketed] above): Luke 
adds ‘the Baptist’ (6 Barmorrs) to signify John’s role; ‘bread’ (prov), 
"wine" (olvov) and finally ‘all’ (mévreav) to emphasize the inclusivity of 
the wisdom saying. Third, there is a reverse word order involving the 
phrase ‘a friend of tax/toll collectors"; Matthew 11.19 has teħcovóv ios; 
Luke 7.31 фо» tehcavéiv. Last, and most significant is the textual variant 
in the concluding wisdom saying: Matthew's rendition reads ‘her deeds’ 
(rûv ipyeov айт); whereas Luke reads ‘her children’ (àv ríkvcov 
aii). 

Scholars have debated the Sayings Source (= Q) ad infinitum." This. 
essay will concur with the scholarly consensus that Q did exist in some 
form and was used by both Matthew and Luke. We will briefly make a 
few observations of Matthew's and Luke's use of Q and how their emen- 
dations assist us in understanding the accusation. 

First, the composition of Q 7.31-35 is simple to outline in two (2) parts: 
(1) Q 7.31-34, which elucidates the traditions of John the Baptist and 
Jesus and (2) Q 7.35, which includes a wisdom saying, one that was inde- 
pendently appended at the end." ‘Q 7.31-35 look in retrospect at the 
careers of John and Jesus and at their lack of success with "this genera- 
tion”. ... John represents the old acon and Jesus the new' ^ 

Second, it appears that logion Q 7.34 is identically used by both 
Matthew and Luke, except for slight verb changes by Luke. Luke uses the 
perfect vuv (‘he has come") in 7.34; whereas Matthew 11.19 uses the 
aorist Bev (‘he came"). Both employ the present tense Ayes (‘saying’): 
Luke uses the second person plural Merz ("you"); whereas Matthew uses 
the third person plural Ayova (‘they said’). To account for these slight 
changes, Bock notes that each evangelist keeps the parallelism with John 
the Baptist (see Luke's use of éArAu8ev in 7.33 and Matthew's Абу in 





32. One need only to digest the massive tome by 1S. Kloppenborg Verbin, Erea- 
vating Q: The History and Serting of the Sayings Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 
2000) and the opposing view by M. Goodacre and N. Perrin, Questioning O: A Multi- 
dimensional Critique (Downers Grove, IL InterVarsity Press, 2004). Alo see М. 
Goodacre, The Case against Q: Studies in Markan Priority and the Synoptic Problem 
(Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2002). 

33. Comments drawn here are from S. Kloppenborg, The Formation of Q (Phila- 
delphia: Fortress Press, 1987), pp. 110-12. 

34. Kloppenborg, Formation, p. 112. 
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11.18) Other than the position of ¢ihos (‘friend’) before (Luke) or after 
(Matthew) толо; these passages are identical. 

, Third, and perhaps most important, the accusatory label ġáyos ко 
olvonóms (‘a glutton and a drunkard’) is identical in each gospel and in 
Q 7.34. This perhaps suggests a fixed label, which may have been 
preserved in the сапу recession of Q (0?) and was, interestingly, not 
tampered with by each evangelist Why is this? Why tinker with, say, 
verb tenses and the independent wisdom aphorism, but not the trenchant 
accusation hailed against the Son of Man? Perhaps, and this is a 
hypothesis, the expression $éyos xai oivonóms functions for each 
‘evangelist similarly like the title/label designations ‘Son of Man’ or ‘a 
friend of tax collectors and sinners’, In other words, structurally and 
literarily ‘Son of Man’, ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ and “friend of tax/toll 


35, DLL. Bock, Luke Volume 1: 1.1-9.50 (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 
1994), p. 683, 

36. This is the thrust of my argument assuming we can rely on Kloppenborg 
Verbin's reconstruction of Q and the Q hypothesis in general. Kloppenborg Verbin 
offers the following explanation about the different stratum of Q. Essentially, there 
are three: 'Q' provides a good example of instructional literature, offering topically 
organized instructions on several themes’ (р. 197). The main redaction of Q occurs in 
Q^, which ‘has to do with the increased density of chriac that is, sayings furnished 
with a brief setting’ (p. 201). Kloppenborg Verbin places Q 7.34, and the label ‘a 
‘glutton and a drunkard’, in О. “Спас are in fact ideally suited to the display of ethos. 
for they place the speaker in situations requiring decisive pronouncements and clever 
‘repartee’ (p. 202). The final stratum (О?) is, what Kloppenborg Verbin calls the final 
form of Q, which demonstrates a positive posture towards the Torah and Temple (see 
Excavating Q, pp. 212-13). Se also B.L. Mack's informative discussion on the forma- 
tion of the Q community in The Lost Gospel: The Book of О and Christian Origins 
(ЧҮ: HarperSanFranciso, 1993), pp. 44-49. V.K. Robbins "The Chreia’ in Greco- 
Roman Literature and the New Testament (ed. D.E. Aune; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1988) is very helpful in defining and describing chreia. Robbins argues that chreia, 
these maxims or sayings, have a specific aim or target, суеп if the aim or target might 
be elusive at times. ‘I would be hard to overemphasize the attribution of the chreia to a 
particular person, because this is the aspect which distinguishes i from other forms. 
But the anribution of a saying or act to a particular person displays aspects of life, 
thought, action in a mode which integrates attitudes, values, and concepts with per- 
sonal, social, and cultural realities. The people features in chreiai become authoritative 
modia of positive and negative truths about life. These ‘authorities’ transmit social, 
cultural, religious, and philosophical heritage into later historical epochs’ (p. 4). Also 
see D.E. Smith, From Symposium to Eucharist: The Banquet in the Early Christian 
World (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003), who notes that а chreia was normally util- 
ized to characterize a famous person or hero’ (p. 228). 
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collectors’ all function as ‘titles’ — albeit the last two disparagingly — as 
each offers Christologically and theologically insights that would epitomize 
Jesus’ ministry. 

As noted above, there appear to exist literary parallelisms with these 
"titles" (viz., labels’). In all renditions of the passage, the following three 
titles (‘Son of Man’, ‘a glutton and a drunkard” and ‘a friend of tax col- 
lectors and sinners’) all share a common grammatical linkage: the nomi- 
native of appellation." ‘A title appears in the nominative and functions as 
though it were a proper name. Another case would normally be more 
appropriate, but the nominative is used because of the special character of 
the individual described’. Simply, cach title’ (label) is grammatically 
positioned to be read as such by the reader. This offers credence to the fact 
that all three, but especially for our examination ‘a glutton and a drun- 
kard’, functioned as a specific delimiting label. 

Finally, the wisdom saying in Q 7.35 is used by both evangelists for 
their theological agendas. 


Excursus: Textual Variant in Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.31 
There is striking difference between the versions of the wisdom saying 
that concludes the passage (.e., Mt. 11.19; Lk. 7.31). Does this difference 
assist to explain the meaning of the label ‘a glutton and а drunkard"? Why 
then does Matthew employ ‘deeds’ (pyc)? 

Itis often noted that Matthew identifies Jesus with wisdom.“ Scholars 


37. See H.E. Dana and J.R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testa- 
тет (Toronto, Ontario: Macmillan, 1955) §83.3. 

38. D. Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 
1996) p.61. 

39. Metzger notes: ‘The Committee regarded the reading тіки» (widely supported 
by B C DK LX А ӨП and most minuscules) as having originated in scribal har- 
 monization with the Lukan parallel (Luke 7.35). The readings with mávrco represent 
further assimilation to the passage in Luke! (A Textual Commentary on The Greek 
New Testament [Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft/German Bible Society, Stuttgart, 2nd 
өй, 1994], p. 24) 

40. According to Schweizer er al, Matthew is the only gospel writer among the 
synoptics to identify Jesus with Wisdom. Also sce C.S. Keener, Commentary оп 
the Gospel of Mathew (Grand Rapid: Wn. B. Eerdmans, 1999), р. 343. Also see 
ЕЛ. Gench, Wisdom in she Christology of Matthew (Lanbam, MD: University Press 
of America, 1997); M. Jack Suggs, Wisdom, Christology, and Law in Matthew s Gos- 
pel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1970); J.D.G. Dunn, Christology in the 
Making (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2nd edn, 2005), pp. 197-206. Also В. 
Witherington Ш, Jesus the Sage: The Pilgrimage of Wisdom (Minneapolis, MN 
Fortress Press, 1994) esp. ch 4. 
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have acknowledged that wisdom is a central feature of Christology in 
both Q and Matthew.“ 

‘Thus Matthew 1 1.19 appears to be а wisdom saying with its own inde- 
pendent meaning, since the aorist verb tense is gnomic or timeless. As 
noted above, this wisdom saying seems to have been adhered independ- 
ently to the end of the pericope. Hagner seems to summarize this saying 
correctly: "In the present context, applied to Jesus the saying means that 
the deeds of Jesus — including the very ones criticized by the opponents — 
will ultimately vindicate him". 

Matthew interprets this verse in light of 11.2 with the catchword ‘deeds’: 
“When John heard in prison what the Messiah was doing (тё pya), he 
sent word by his disciples’. Schweizer notes: "He [ie., Matthew] thus 
‘equates the works of God's Wisdom with the works of Jesus". Fitzmyer 
furthermore observes *“Deeds” is almost certainly a Matthean modifica- 
tion, since it picks up the “deeds of the Messiah” in 11.2. 

Here the personification of Wisdom, which has its foundation in the 
OT (cf. Prov. 8.22, 9.1 9.3)” seems to connect the ttle ‘Sophia’ with 
the ‘Son of Man’ (thus Jesus himself). 

On the other hand ‘children’ (réxveov) in Luke 7.35 appears to have the 
original saying, except for the addition of ‘all’, which seems to be a Lukan 
characteristic. Here ‘children’ has been added perhaps for the mention of 
‘children’ in verse 32 (the Greek words however are different). There is 
also precedence about Wisdom’s children in the OT. 


41. E. Schweizer, The Good News According to Matthew (trans. D.E. Green; 
Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1975), pp. 446-47; 1M. Robinson, ‘LOGO! SOPHON: On 
the Gattung of Q in Trajectories Through Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1971), pp. 71-113; esp. 112-13; E. Schüssler Fiorenza, In Memory of Her: A 
Feminist Theological Reconstruction of Christian Origins (New York: Crossroad, 
1989) pp. 130-40. 

42. Wallace describes the gnomic aocist a... does not refer to a particular event 
that did happen, but to a generic event that does happen’ (Greek Grammar, р. 562). 
43. Hagner, Matthew, p.311 

44. Others too have made this connection: soc R.-H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commen- 
tary on his Literary and Theological Art (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), p. 213. 
45. Schweizer, Matthew, p. 265. 

46. Fitrmyer, Luke, p. 681. 

47. CE. Sirach 24.417, where Wisdom speaks in the assembly ofthe Most High to 
tell of her glories. Also note the personification of Wisdom in Sirach 51. 

48. See Fitzmyer, Luke, p. 681. He also notes that Luke has a ‘generic predilection 
for the adjective "all" (тз, ras). See Fitzmyer, Luke, p. 524. 

49. Fitzmyer references Sir. 4.11 Wisdom teaches her children and gives help to 
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Thus ‘children’ appears to have been the original rendition. Matthew 
redacts the aphorism to enhance a personal wisdom Christology in the 
passage; one that specifically identifies Jesus with wisdom and that his 
deeds will vindicate him. 

Schweizer insightfülly compares and contrasts the purposes of John the 
Baptist and Jesus, with wisdom personified as ‘deeds’ (Jesus) or as ‘chil- 
dren’ (John the Baptist): 

In retrospect what stands out is the cryptic saying about the presence of 
God's Kingdom as an object of violence, hatred and attack... Anyone 
looking for a trendie or weather vane to guide him, in order to be left in 
peace with all wishes gratified, has certainly found the wrong man in the 
Baptist. But anyone who allows the call of Jesus to take hold of him will 
discover that John is indeed greater than all the prophets, because in him 
the new world of God commences, and that the least in the Kingdom ~ 
attacked, resisted, and suppressed by men — will be even greater than 
ohn" 


The Contexts of the Accusations: Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.34 


Matthew 11.16-19 

This parable (Mt. 11.16-19) fits nicely into Matthew's overall theological 
plan: John is presented as the Elijah redivivus contrasted to the ‘Son of 
Man’ (6 vids той ávépcórov) = a designation that refers to both Jesus 
himself (= '1') and perhaps to an apocalyptic messianic allusion in Daniel. 
7, especially in verse 13. Fitzmyer observes that the NT usage of 6 vids 


those who seek her’. and Prov. 832 ‘And now, my children, listen to me: happy are 
those who keep my ways’ (see Luke, р. 681). 

50. Leivestad begs to differ and argues that софа in Matthew's text is used 
ironically, not as a Chrstologial theme. This is difficult of course to argue since, 
Leivestad himself notes, "We have no other example in the gospels where ооло 
used ironically...” ‘An Interpretation of Matt 11.19" JBL 71.3 [1952], pp. 179-81, 
181). 

51. Schweizer, Matthew, p. 265. 

52. Sce J.A. Fitzmyer, А Wandering Aramean in The Semitic Background of the 
New Testament: Combined Edition of Essays on the Semitic Background of the New 
Testament and A Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays (The Biblical 
Resource Series; Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1997), who recognizes the 
complicated origin of the prase (pp. 143-55; esp. 155). He notes that “the Son of 
Man’ in Daniel 7.13 is not used in the titular sense. Also see D.M. Sweetland, Our 
Journey with Jesus: Discipleship According 1o Luke-Acis (Collegeville, MN: 
Liturgical Press, 1990), who argues more decisively for a dual meaning ofthis title in 
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той ёубротоо is unique because it is found in the arthrous (with the 
definite article) form.” The parallelism with John is also striking: ‘For 
John came neither eating nor drinking, and they said: “He has а demon"" 
(у. 18).* Matthew is determined to reveal the different identities of each 
main character in the narrative: John is an obedient son of Elizabeth and 
Zechariah - at least by Jewish standards; whereas Jesus is, because of his 
actions, a disobedient son of Mary and Joseph. The paradox for Matthew 
here is that both John and Jesus are ultimately rejected by the audience 
(vis-à-vis ‘this generation’), since John, although not ‘eating and drink- 
ing’ is said to be demon-possessed (v. 18) and Jesus, because he came 
"eating and drinking’, is ‘a glutton and a drunkard! (v. 19). 


Luke 7.31-35 

Luke's rendition of this parable (as noted above) shares many of the same 
characteristics as Matthew's. The key comparison is of John the Baptist 
and Jesus: both are rejected though both behave differently. Luke's par- 
enthetical verses in 7.29-30, as noted by Blomberg, imply that Luke's 


Luke's gospel: both to Jesus’ earthly ministry and to his future coming in glory/ 
judgment (р. 98). R.L. Brawley also agrees with the connection of the ‘Son of Man’ 
with the referent ‘I’ (see "Table Fellowship: Bane and Blessings for the Historical 
Jesus’, PRS! 22 (1995), pp. 13-31. 

3. *..the arthrous form must be understood as a title for Jesus’ (Fitzmyer, 
Wandering Aramean, p. 154; my emphasis). There is considerable and ongoing debate 
on whether ‘Son of Man’ is a title, what its origins are, and its subsequent implica- 
tions for understanding the historical Jesus. See the recent major article by P. Owen 
and D. Shepherd, which affirms the specialncss of this expression, "Speaking Up for 
Qumran, Dalman and the Son of Man: Was Bar Enasha a Common Term for “Man” 
in the Time of Jesus?" JSNT 81 (2001), pp. 81-122; the rebuttal by M. Casey (‘Ara- 
maic Idiom and the Son of Man Problem: A Response to Owen and Shepherd’, БАТ 
25.1 [2002], pp. 3-32) and further reflections by І.У. Hurtado (who affirms Owen 
and Shepherd's thesis) in Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Chris- 
балйу (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2003), esp. pp. 301-306. Hurtado's view, 
which is also maintained in this essay, is noted as "The function of the expression is 
further indicated in the fact that Jesus is not only the sole referent of its eighty-one 
uses in the Gospels, be is also the only one who uses it. “The son of man" is Jesus’ 
‘own special way of referring to himself? (р. 304). 

54. There is also considerable debate on whether the phrase "Son of Man! is actu- 
ally an allusion to Danie! 7. See D. Јов, Messianic Exegesis: Christological interpre- 
{ation ofthe Old Testament in Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), 
especially ch. 7 (pp. 151-70) for the nuances of the debate. 








MODICA Jesus as Glutton and Drunkard 6з 


audience for the parable was more inclusive; rather than Matthew’ Phari- 
sees and scribes. 


The Content of the Accusations: Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.34 
Ме will now examine the three basic couplets found both in Matthew and 
Luke followed by an independent wisdom aphorism. We identify each 
couplet by use of the conjunction ко! (‘and’). We will also examine any 
similarities/differences between the Matthean and Lukan accounts. 

There are three couplets that both passages share in common. Here 1 
am defining a ‘couplet’ as two nouns or verbs connected by the use of kai. 
Each couplet assists the structure for each passage found in Matthew and 
Luke. I will briefly examine each one, noting similarities and differences, 

(1) ‘Eating and drinking’ (toco кай miveov). This exact couplet is 
found both in Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.34. It has its origins in Q 7.34, 
Simply, this caricature bodes well with the following accusation of Jesus 
as ‘a glutton and a drunkard’. Hagner observes ‘This caricature was per- 
haps caused by Jesus” frequent attendance at banquets’ Itis also an anti- 
thesis, according to Nolland, to John the Baptist's behavior: ‘Jesus seemed 
to behave as though there was continually something to celebrate (cf. 
5.33-34), and drew into this celebration tax collectors and sinners — 
people known to be unsavory types who lived beyond the edge of respec- 
table society (cf. 5.30).” As both Matthew 11.18 and Luke 7.33 note, John 
the Baptist came neither eating nor drinking. Jesus showed no restraint ‘as 
a token of the freedom of the kingdom that he was proclaiming’. 

(2) ‘A glutton and a drunkard’ ($éy0s xai olvomórns ). This is the main 
coupleviabel under investigation. This phrase is found Matthew 11.19, 
Luke 7.34 and Q 7.34. It is nowhere else found in the NT. This phrase has 
allusions to the Jewish Scriptures, particularly to Deuteronomy 21.20: 
“They shall say to the elders of his town, “This son of ours is stubborn and 
rebellious. He will not obey us. He is a glutton and а drunkard.”* 

Robert J. Karris observes that Deuteronomy 21.20, along with Proverbs. 
23.20-21, sheds some light on the origin and purpose of the label." 


55. See Blomberg, Contagious Holiness, p. 117. 

56. Hagner, Matthew, p. 310. 

57. Nolland, Luke, pp. 345-46. 

58. Fitznyer, Lake, p. 681. 

59. See Robert J. Karris, Eating your Way through Luke's Gospel (Collegeville, 
MN: Liturgical Press, 2006), pp. 26-27. 
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Proverbs 23.20-21 reads ‘Do not be among winebibbers, or among glut- 
tonous eaters of meat; * for the drunkard and the glutton will come to 
poverty, and drowsiness will clothe them with rags’. The LXX rendition 
of the phrase ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ in Deuteronomy is oupBohoro- 
т» oivohuyei, which is not identical to Matthew's or Luke's rendition 
(фбуос rai oivonóms). This is also true for Proverbs (oivonórns = 'wine- 
bibbers'; ouuBokaîs = 'gluttonous eaters’). Thus, some have suggested 
then that the gospel writers are not associating the label ‘a glutton and a 
drunkard’ with ‘a stubborn and rebellious’ son. One example is U. Luz 
‘who contends that Deuteronomy 21.20 does not play a role, since Mat- 
thew 11.19 and the LXX rendering is too different 

Perhaps the best approach to understanding Deuteronomy 21.20 and to 
appraise whether or not there is a valid connection between ‘a glutton and 
drunkard’ and ‘a stubborn and rebellious’ son, is to grapple with the origi- 
nal context. Deuteronomy 21.18-21 is situated within a larger context 
concerning things that defile the covenant relationship with Yahweh, what 
Cairns suitably describes as ‘threats to the covenant? The topics 
addressed in this chapter stem from how to handle unsolved murders 
(21.1-9), to women prisoners of war (21.10-14), to the inheritance of the 
firstbom (21.15-17) and finally to how to bury persons after their exe- 
cution (21.22-24). Thus the description of ‘a stubborn and rebellious son’ 
is viewed as a threat to the covenantal relationship with Yahweh. Why? 
Because this description and the subsequent indictment of stoning, 
although extremely harsh, is a direct affront to the fifth commandment: 
“Honor your mother and father’ (Deut. 5.16; cf. Exod. 20.12). Wright 





/60. The phrase атоо ow fechas xps v åyopaousis" rendered as “gluttonous 
‘caters of meat’ (NRSV) is а difficult one to translate. Karris suggests the parallel ‘a 
glutton and a drunkard’ between Prov. 23, Mt. 11.19 and Lk. 7.34, might be more 
ambiguous, since the following verse (Prov. 23.21) should be more accurately trans- 
lated ‘a drunkard and fornicator’ (opvoxóvos ), although many English translations 
continue the parallel from v. 20 and render it ‘for he drunkard and the glutton will 
come to poverty... So the parallel between verses 20 and 21 may inevitably break 
down (sce Karis, Eating your Way through Luke's Gospel, p. 27). 

61. U. Luz, Matthew 8-20 (Hermencia; trans. ЈЕ. Crouch; Minneapolis: Augsburg 
Fortress, 2001), p. 149 n. 37. 

62. 1. Cais, Deuteronomy: Word and Presence (ITC; Grand Rapids: Wm В. 
Eerdmans, 1992), p. 187. 

63. Interestingly, scholars are їп agreement that there is no specific evidence that 
this law was ever invoked in Israel (see commentaries by Wright, p. 236; Cairns, 
p.192; Miller, p. 166) Callaway also notes that Prov. 23.21 — another text which high- 
lights the consequences of gluttony and drunkardness — knows no death penalty. 
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concurs: “The young man is not be to executed for gluttony and drunken- 
ness in themselves, but for incorrigible flouting of the fifth commandment 
in ways that were squandering and endangering the family's substance’ ^ 

Why then the seriousness of such an accusation? Why is the accusation 
so damaging? 

The seriousness rests on a twofold indictment. ‘A stubborn and rebel- 
Hous son’ is firstly disobedient to his parents, who are in essence represen- 
tatives of God. Thus to disobey one's parents is to disobey God. Second, 
and perhaps not immediately evident, ‘a stubborn and rebellious son’ is 
disobedient (i.e. disruptive) to the Israelite community. This son causes 
disharmony, discord and distraction within the community - an impedi- 
ment to discerning the Lord's way. Miller observes that 

„rebellion is clearly regarded as resistance to divine direction as medi- 
ated through parental authority and teaching. That behavior is not simply 

a bad thing but is representation of a festering sore in the midst of the 
people, a corruption that can undo the community's devotion to its Lord 
and its continued attention to the Lord's way.“ 


Bellefontaine makes a compelling case that Deuteronomy 21.18-21 
does indeed embody not one condemnation (which is typically argued), 
but actually two. She unpacks the legal implications depicted in Deuter- 
‘onomy 21.18-21 which entails (1) the procedure of how family members. 
rid themselves of a obstinate child with (2) how a clan or tribe would rid 
itself ofan irreformable’ (Bellafontaine’s word) deviant. Hence, a legal" 
shift from the indictment of the individual within the family, to the com- 
munity-at-large. Bellafontaine argues that the accusation ‘He is a glutton 
and a drunkard’ is perhaps an added and independent tradition - based on 
Proverbs 23.21." This addition strengthens the legal case. Callaway also 
observes the inherent connection between Deuteronomy 21.20 and Prov- 
ets 23.21a. — a seamless combination of law and wisdom. 

Proverbs 23 then seems to tackle the moral implications of such actions 
= one should avoid being a ‘winebibber’ and “gluttonous eaters of meat’; 





64. CJH. Wright, Deuteronomy (NIBC; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1996), 
p.238. 

65. Miller, Deuteronomy, pp. 167-68. 

66. See E. Bellafontaine, ‘Deuteronomy 21.18-21: Reviewing the Case of the 
Rebellious Son’, JSOT 13 (July 1979), pp. 13-31. 

67. Also see PR Callaway, ‘Deut. 21.18-21: Proverbial Wisdom and Law’, JBL 
103.3 (1984), pp. 341-52, esp. p. 343. 

68. See Callaway, ‘Deut. 21:18-21°, p. 346. 
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whereas Deuteronomy 21 addresses the specific accusation (i.e. label") 
with its unambiguous legal consequences. Bellafontaine observes that 
although Proverbs offers wisdom on how to handle these situations; Deu- 
teronomy 21 is the legal authority for such an indictment, not the other 
way around. ‘The wisdom admonitions in Israel never attained the level 
of law. They remain no more than words of advice and caution even when 
spoken by father or teacher." 

Bellafontaine maintains that the indictment may be broader than what 
is often argued as a direct violation of Exodus 20.12. She notes the dual 
accusation brought forth by the parents: the son is both (1) stubborn (sórér) 
and rebellious (màreh) and (2) a glutton (zólel) and drunkard (sóbé'). 
C. Wright agrees that this is not a case of a ‘difficult’ child. 

‘The law is not talking about naughty young children but about seriously 

delinquent young adults. Ifthe law intentionally balances the preceding 

‘one, then it may envisage a firstborn son who is proving totally unworthy 

of his inheritance... If this is bow the son behaves while still a minor, 

then what will he do with the family’s substance when he inherits И? 


Bellafontaine observes that outside this narrative there is по specific bib- 
lical law demanding the death of a ‘stubborn and rebellious son’.” Never- 
theless, it is serious accusation, since the focus ‘is not a particular action. 
or omission ofthe son but his direct relationship to his parents... Whatever 
the specific issues involved in the family controversy, it is evident that the 
authority of the parents bas been rejected by the son’. 

Secondly, after examining ANE parallels, particularly the Code of 
Hammurabi, Bellefontaine remarks that the penalty for disobeying parents 
is not death, but the cutting out of the boy's tongue. Thus, the serious- 
ness of the Deuteronomy passage is inexorably heightened; the indictment 
of a ‘stubborn and rebellious’ son is more devastating and ultimately is 
rooted in the covenant relationship between Yahweh and his people. After 
surveying other variations of the phrase ‘stubborn and rebellious’ in the 
Hebrew Bible,” Bellafontaine concludes: 


69. Prov. 28.7 wams "Those who keep the law are wise children, but companions 
of gluttons shame their parents’. 

70. Bellafontaine, ‘Deuteronomy 21:18-21°, p. 22. 

T1. Wright, Deuteronomy, p. 235. 

72. See pp. 16. ‘According to b. Sanh 71, the “rebellious son” was never stoned 
to death. The goal of such laws was to reward those [іє rabbis] who studied them’ 
(Callaway, "Deut 21.18-21*, p. 348 n. 30). 

73. Bellafontaine, ‘Deuteronomy 21:13-21, 

74. Bellatontaine, ‘Deuteronomy 21:18-21’, p. 17. 

75. See Ps. 78.8; Isa. 652; Neh. 929; Jer. 523 among others. 
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The thrust of these judgments upon Israel is her persistent infidelity. 
Israel has consistently failed to conduct itself in accordance with the 
covenant relationship which binds itto Yahweh Itis not by one act or on 
one occasion that she has displayed ber defiance. Her whole character is 
portrayed as rebellious and disobedient * 


Hence, ‘the stubborn and rebellious son’ reflects a larger reality, since 
parents are often viewed as Yahweh's representatives to their children;" it 
reflects the totality of the relationship between Yahweh and his people. 
“Thus, “stubbornness” and “rebelliousness” bear meaning of persistent 
disobedience to one who, by reason of a binding relationship, has the 
right to demand obedience. Rebelliousness denies that authority and 
rejects the relationship. ™ 

‘So what specifically then can be said of this ‘stubborn and rebellious 
son"? This behavior had both communal and familial implications: “Thus, 
the son's deviant behaviour not only corrupted himself but may have 
meant serious negative consequences for this peighboury'." Bellafontainc 
continues “The son's persistent excesses [i.e., gluttony and drunkenness} 
despite his parents’ efforts marked him as "stubborn and rebellious” as 
well’ 

Finally, as Karris notes, although the LXX version of Deuteronomy 
21.20 does not have the exact couplet ($éy0s xai civonémns) found in 
Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.34," the indication appears unambiguous: 
there are social (vis-à-vis familial) and religious implications for those 
who are perceived as ‘gluttons”? and ‘drunkards’. 


76. Bellafontaine, “Deuteronomy 21:18-21", p. 18. 

77. ‘The parents are the first rank of persons whose authority must be 
acknowledged in order for human community to work in behalf of goodness and 
peace’ (Miller, Deuteronomy, p. 167) 

78. Bellafootaine, ‘Deuteronomy 21:18-21°, p. 19. 

79. Bellafontaine, ‘Deuteronomy 21:18-21", p. 21. Miller also notes the combina- 
tion of índividual-communal consequences: "While the sim or crime takes place inthe 
context of the family and the parents are given the responsibility for initiating actions. 
as the ones who know of and are the recipients of the child's rebellion, the commu- 
nity is clearly the context and vehicle for ай the judicial action that takes place . 
Punishment is not determined by how much explicit harm has been done to individu- 
als but by the depth of the wound to the body politic and religious when the funda- 
‘mental directions of the Lord's way are violated” (Deuteronomy, p. 168) 

80, Bellafontane, ‘Deuteronomy 21:18-21", p. 23. 

81. The order is reversed in the initial couplet: The LXX has uétucos xai mopvo- 
кёто (‘the drunkard and glutton’) in Prov. 23.21; whereas v. 20 uses oivomórns for 
“drunkard” and owpBohais for ‘glutton’. 

82. *...afigurative extension of meaning of acri “belly”, фаүо; (derivative of 
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The inference is compelling and word-to-word correlation is not needed 
to suggest a parallel or intertextual echo. 

There is also a revealing extra-canonical source for equating the desi 
nation of ‘the stubborn and rebellious son’ with ‘a glutton and a drunkard’, 
In an extended passage from Tractate Sanhedrin 8.17, which also cites 
Proverbs 23.20, one sees the logic of the argument: 


“A stubbom and rebellious son’ — when can he be condemned as a 
stubborn and rebellious son? From the time that be can produce two hairs 
until he grows a beard... frit is written, ‘Ifa man have a son ~a son and 
‘nota daughter, son and not а man’; a minor is exempt since he has not 
yet come within the scope of the commandments 

"When is he culpable? After he has eaten atritimor [50 zuz = Y I] 
of flesh and drunk a half-log [- 1 liter] of Italian wine. R. Jose says: А 
mina of flesh and a log of wine. If he consumed it at a gathering that was 
a religious duty, or at the intercalation of the month, or if he consumed it 
аз Second Title in Jerusalem, or if he ate carrion or flesh that was terefah 
= tom, especially by wild beasts] or forbidden beasts or creeping things, 
ifby consuming it he had fulfilled a command or had committed a trans- 
gression, if he ate any foodstuff but did not cat flesh and drinks wine, for it 
is written, A glutton and a drunkard. And though there is no proof for this, 
there is an indication, for it is written, Be not among winebibbers; among 
gluttonous eaters o ish (insertions of weights and measures by author) е. 








the stem gay ^to ear", the aorist of іва): a person who habitually eats 
excessively... А glutton is often spoken of idiomaticall for example, "a large belly" 
or “a person who is only a stomach" or “a professional cate (Greck-English 
Lexicon ofthe New Testament Based on Semantic Domains. Volumes 1-2; NY UBS, 

1988, 1989, $23.19 under the rubric "Physiological Processes and States’). 

33. Sce R.B. Hays’ groundbreaking The Echoes of Scripture in the Levers of Paul. 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998) which lists seven tests, albeit for Paul's 
letters, to determine intertexual echoes from the OT (sce pp. 29-32). The tests that ‘a 
glutton and a drunkard" seems to pass are (1) Availability ~ the source of the echo 
‘was available to the evangelists through the importance of the Deuteronomic tradition 
О) Thematic Coherence = the source of the echo fits the theme or line of argument of 
the passage (3) Historical Plausibility -the historical veracity of the passage and 
specifically the credibility of the accusation is deemed unwavering by the academy 
and finally (4) Satisfaction - the reading of ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ as a caricature, 
ıa slur, a derogatory label against the historical Jesus does ‘satisfy’ this proposed 
reading of the account. 

84, Troctate Sanhedrin 8.1-2 from Н. Danby, The Mishnah (Oxford, UK: Oxford 
University Press, 1933). It is uite obvious from the gospels that Jesus passed the 
litmus test to be “a stubborn and rebellious son’. 
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А couple of observations are in order. First, as noted here and also in 
m. Nid 6.11-12, the implications of this law are specific to a time period 
between when ‘he [that is, the ‘stubborn and rebellious son"] can produce 
two hairs until he grows a beard...” Those who are younger are not liable. 
This depiction strongly suggests that the historical Jesus, although not yet. 
forty years old, indeed Вай more than two hairs and probably a beard. He 
would indeed qualify under this stipulation. Second, Sanders notes the 
oddity of first-century Palestinian Jews cating large quantities of meat, 
‘except during the festivals, ог if they were wealthy. Hence the accusa- 
tion of ‘glutton’ may also carry a socio-economic slander: Jesus congre- 
gated often with the wealthy. 

(3) ‘A friend of tax collectors and sinners’ (Фос Tekcavûv Kai 
‘yapreahdv). This phrase is found in both Matthew 11.19 and Luke 7.34, 
However, the words ¢íhos Tekcvûv are reversed in Matthew's version. 
Kloppenborg observes that the original arrangement (Q 7.34) was prob- 
ably Matthew's tehaavedv фоѕ, due to the awkward construction of 
таладу gihos.* It may also result because of a Matthean emphasis, 
since Matthew's gospel has an expressed interest in tax collectors, so that 
*rihovóv advances to the first position..." Even so, it appears that this 
phrase also functions as a ‘label’ for Jesus’ accusers — one that expounds 
the prior one of ‘a glutton and a drunkard’. ‘The accusation points up to 
the impression left by Jesus in his dealings with social groups of his day, 
especially the impression made on the "establishment" of his generation’ ® 

We will now briefly examine certain details of this ‘label’: 

(A) ‘Friend’ (gidos).” Karris notes that the concept of ios has at least 
two appropriate parallels for this passage: OT Wisdom literature and 
the Greco-Roman worid. There are numerous passages in the Wisdom 


35. ‘Most people ate red meat only a few times a усаг. авй fowl or fish only on 
holy days...” (E.P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief: 63 BCE-66 CE [Philadel- 
phia: Trinity Press International, 1992], p. 129). 

86. It appears more syntactically logical to connect two plural genitives together, 
using the conjunctive xai. However, grammatical logic is not always how languages 
function. 

87. "Because of Matthew's interest in publicans..Duvów advances to the fist 
position (contrast Luke)" (Gundry, Matthew, р. 213). 

88. Fitzmyer, Luke, p. 681. 

89. An exhaustive discussion of “fiend” and ‘tax collectors and sinners” is beyond 
the scope of tbe present study. The point here is to simply demonstrate that both terms 
arc used by the accusers as further ‘labels to complement and reinforce the accusation 
“a glutton and a drunkard. 
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literature; Karris cites Sirach 13.13-18 as cogent advice about choosing 

one's friends: 
Be on your guard and very careful, for you are walking about with your 
‘own downfall. Every creature loves its like, and every person the neigh- 
bor." АП living beings associate with their own kind, and people stick 
close to those like themselves. What does a wolf have in common with a 
lamb? No more has a sinner with the devout. What peace is there between a 
hyena and a dog? And what peace between the rich and the poor? 


Second, Karris observes that Luke's concept of friendship embodies 
the Greco-Roman notion of sharing one's life and possessions commu- 
nally. Hence, the ой quoted passage in Acts 2.44: “All who believed were 
together and had all things in common’. Here Jesus is critiqued not just 
because he is a ‘friend’ of "tax collectors and sinners’ and subsequently 
eats with them; the catch here is reciprocity — Jesus is also befriended by 
these outcasts. Doubly scandalous. 

Interestingly, Koenig notes that ‘friend’ nowhere else appears in the 
NT as a sclf-designation on the lips of Jesus or as a charge leveled against 
him. This suggests that it is very early material and was used differently 
than the other labels/titles usually ascribed to Jesus." 

Hence, Jesus is labeled a “friend” clearly here for derogatory reasons. 

(B) ‘Tax collectors and sinners’ (reheavesv кой Spapteadv). We will 
‘examine this phrase collectively because of the use of the couplet with 
кай, which intentionally parallels, as we have noted: ‘eating and drinking’, 
and ‘a glutton and a drunkard’. The use of xai here, not to overstretch the 
point, stylistically connects these three couplets together. There are many 
other instances where Jesus befriends tax collectors and sinners (see Mt. 
9.10-13; Mk 2.14-17; Lk. 15.2; 19.7). Corley rightly notes that this prac- 
tice by Jesus advocates, what she calls, an “Open Table Practice’. Addi- 
tionally, Corley skillfully expands the label ‘tax collector’ to include those 
who associated with promiscuous women; likewise with the label ‘sinner’. 
Itis also argued by Corley and others that the designation ‘tax collectors 
and sinners’ is best understood as a boundary-marker, namely, a slander- 
ous label to denounce Israelite ‘outsiders’ from those who are seen as 
‘insiders'* Hence a division along sectarian lines. Dunn notes ‘that 








90, See Koenig, New Testament Hospitality, p. 24. 
Not surprisingly, the other tities mentioned by Koenig (ie, shepherd, physician, 

master, teacher) are generally used positively in the gospels (New Testament Hospi- 

tality, p. 24). 

92. See Kathleen Corley, ‘Jesus’ Table Practice: Dining with Tex Collectors and 
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boundaries could also be drawn within the people of Israel, with "sinners" 
used to describe those of whom a particular faction disapproved'.? He 
continues to argue that the Gospel usage of “sinner” is a “factional term, 
describing those whose conduct was regarded as unacceptable to a sec- 
tarian mentality — that is, not just the blatantly wicked but those who did 
not accept the sect's interpretation of the law or love in sufficient accord 
with that interpretation’ * Hence, a cogent argument to view this phrase 
аз а label, a boundary-marker, one that offers insight into a ‘Christology 
from the side’. Corley aptly recaps: “Thus, the entire phrase, “tax collec- 
tors and sinners” should be categorized as a fopos in the Greco-Roman 
Jewish polemic’ * 


Conclusion 


We have arrived at the conclusion of our examination. We now refer back 
to our initial question: What can we further understand about the histori- 
cal Jesus by understanding this accusation? There are several points that 
же can derive from our study: 

(1) The accusation ‘a glutton and a drunkard” serves an ecclesiological 
and a theological (.c., Christological) purpose for the evangelists. These 
different purposes cannot easily be separated, since they are inevitably 
‘embedded in the evangelists’ interpretative framework. Daniel Harrington 
notes well the interconnectedness of these purposes for Matthew's gospel: 


While Matt 111-19 served sociological and ecclesiological functions in 
helping the Манеа community to locate itself vis-à-vis the Pharisees 
and the Baptist movement, it also fulfilled a Christological function. It 
tells us that Jesus did "the deeds of the Christ’ and therefore he is the 





Sinners, Including Women" (SBL 1993 Seminar Papers; ed. Eugene Н. Lovering: 
Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1993), pp. 444-59 (447). Also see D.E. Smith, "The His- 
torical Jesus at Table’, SBL Seminar Papers 28 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1989): 
Pp. 466-86, esp. p. 482, where Smith observes that ‘the category "ux collectors and 
sinners” has to be taken as symbolic from the outset, as representative of a уре, for 
the motif tha Jesus associates/dines with them is taken to represent a pattern for him, 
not a one-time individual activity“. 

93, See J.D.G. Dunn, "Pharisees, Sinners, and Jesus’ in The Social World of Forma- 
dive Christianity and Judaism: Essays in Tribute to Howard Clark Kee (ods J. Neusner, 
P. Borgen, E.S. Frerichs, and R. Horsley; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), p. 277 
Contra Perrin who suggests that “tax collector and sinners’ are those Jews who had 
made themselves as Gentiles (Rediscovering p. 120) 

94. Dunn, ‘Pharisees, Sinners, and Jesus’, p. 279. 

95. Corley, ‘Jesus’ Table Practice", p. 47. 
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Chris... The ecclesiological function. can also help Christian commu- 
ity today deal with the phenomenon of rejection." 

(2) The accusation ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ is best understood as one 
couplet (i.e., "label") sandwiched between the one that precedes it: ‘the 
Son of Man came eating and drinking’ and the one that follows it: ‘a friend 
of tax collectors and sinners’. The couplets were intentionally designed 
(borrowed) by the evangelists to offer а perspective to the identity of the 
historical Jesus. One who inevitably would follow and be compared with, 
but not be confused with John the Baptist. “The figure of Jesus – accused 
of enjoying himself too much with the wrong kinds of people - balances 
off the picture of John’ 

(3) The accusation *a glutton and a drunkard’ is best understood as 
steeped in the Deuteronomic tradition of legal codes and familial rela- 
tions.” What does this then say about the function of Deuteronomy for 
the gospel writers in the formulation of these accusations? 

First, E. Achtemeier has observed ‘that there is no book more basic for 
understanding the New Testament than Deuteronomy’ ” The book of Deu- 
teronomy cast a long shadow upon the evangelists as they interpret the 
historical Jesus. 

‘Additionally, C. Wright notes the utmost importance of Deuteronomy 
for the NT writers. ‘[I]f we add the influence of the book [Deuteronomy] 
‘on Jesus, Paul, and the carly NT church, itis a profoundly significant book 
in the whole Christian canon of scripture." Much more can be said about 
the importance of Deuteronomy; nevertheless, it appears that Deuteronomy 
is a significant backdrop for understanding these accusations. Carmichael 





96. Harrington, Matthew, p. 62. Similar purposes can also be offered for the Lukan 
community. See L-T. Johnson, The Gospel of Luke (Sacra Pagina, 3; Collegeville, MN: 
The Liturgical Press, 1991), pp. 124-25. 

97. Hartington, Matthew, p. 162. 

98. Are there Deuteronomic textual echoes with cach alleged accusation? Are the 
gospel writers cognizant of the connections? Possibly. We have already noted that 
S. McKnight has observed seven accusations against Jesus in ‘Calling Jesus Mamzer’. 
McKnight recognizes thatthe allegation of Jesus as an illegitimate son has its under- 
pinnings in Deut. 22-13-21, 23-27, 28-29 (see р. 79 n. 22). 

‘One can begin to see the parallel of the gospel accusations with an indictment 
in Deuteronomy. A further study would be needed to confirm or deny these parallels. 
See Appendix at the end of this chapter. 

99. E. Achtemeier, Deuteronomy, Jeremiah (Proclamation Commentaries; Phila- 
delphia: Fortress Press, 1978), p. 9. 

100. See Wright, Deuteronomy, р. 1. 
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argues that a major source of Mosaic Law is embedded in Deuteronomy 
21.15-22.5 and that there is a special link between the laws and the narra- 
tive traditions, so much so that Carmichael postulates that perhaps the 
Deuteronomist views Esau as exemplifying some of the traits of the 'stub- 
born and rebellious’ son." Although Esau is not specifically represented 
in Deuteronomy 21.20, ‘it is a hypothetical Esau that is depicted in the 
law's 

So as the evangelists preserved the accusations against Jesus, they 
appeared to intentionally connect these accusations with the legal stipula- 
tions of Deuteronomy. 

(4) The accusation ‘a glutton and a drunkard’ personifies Jesus as “the 
stubborn and rebellious son’ of Deuteronomy 21. This indictment is two- 
fold: familial (inside) and societal (outside). Interestingly, ‘Christology 
from the side" ought to encapsulate both dimensions, since it appraises, 
according to Malina and Neyrey, both Jesus” followers (‘insiders’) and 
enemies (‘outsiders’). 

Although there is no specific evidence that the ‘stubborn and rebellious 
son indictment was ever implemented in Judaism, Калі’ insight is telling: 
“Jesus shows a faithful God's universal love and mercy. To the religious 
leaders Jesus’ promiscuous table fellowship is apostasy and an act of per- 
verting the people... Jesus, a glutton and a drunkard, will die for the way 
he eats." 





101. See C.M. Carmichael, ‘Uncovering a Major Source of Mosaic Law: The Evi- 
dence of Deut 21.15-22.5', JBL 101.4 (1982), pp. 505-20, esp. 508-11. 

102, Carmichael, ‘Uncovering’, p. 511. 

103. See Malina and Neyrey, p. x- 

104, Robert 1. Karis, Luke: Artist and Theologian (New York: Paulist Press, 1985), 
p.60. 
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APPENDIX 


The Gospel Accusations paralleled with the Indictment in 
 Deuteronomy 





‘Accusation 


"Deueronomic Echo" 





“Lawbreaker’ (e.g, Sabbath: Mk 2:24; 
Lk. 13.14; 14.16; food customs: Mic 
7.14; eral) 

“Allegiance with Satan’ (Mt. 9.34; 
10.25; Mk 322) 


"A Glutton and a Drunkard’ (Mt. 11.19; 


Lk. 7.34) 


‘Deut 2712-26 (twelve curses as a result 
for breaking the Law) 

Deut. 189-14; esp. v. 10-11 “Мо one 
shall be found among you who makes a 
зов or daughter pass through fire, or who 
practices divination, or is a soothsayer, 
or an augur, or a sorcerer, " or one who 
casts spells, or who consulis ghosts or 
spirits, or who seeks oracle from the 
dead.” 








Deut. 21.20 ‘They shall say to the elders 
of bis town, “This son of ours is stubborn 
‘and rebellious. He will not obey us. He is 
a glutton and a drunkard.”* 


“Blasphemous” (Mk 2.7; 11.11-18; 14.6; Deut. 8.14-17 ‘then do not exalt yourself, 


Lk. 1939 


‘False Prophet’ (Mt. 27.62-64; Mk 8.11- 


13; 14.65; Lk. 7.39; 23.2, 5, М) 


“King of the Jews’ (Mk 152, 9, 12, 16- 
20,26, 32) 


forgetting the LORD your God, who 
brought you out of the land of Egypt, out 
‘of the house of slavery, " who led you 
through the great and terrible wilderness, 
эп arid wasteland with poisonous snakes 
and scorpions. He made water flow for 
you from flint rock, "* and fed you in the 
‘wilderness with manna that your 
ancestors did not know, to humble you 
and to test you, and in the end to бо you 
good. " Do not say to yourself, “My 
power and the might of my own hand 
have gotten me this wealth" 

Deut. 1820 But any prophet who 
speaks in the name of other gods, or who 
presumes to speak in my name а word 
that I have not commanded the prophet 
to speak that prophet shall die. 
Deut. 17.14-20 "When you have come 
into the land that the LORD your God is 
giving you, and have taken possession of 
‘it and settled in it, and you say, “I will 
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Accusation 


Deuerononic Echo" 





“legitimate Son (see Mt. 1.1825; Lk. 
1.26-38 — passages that depict Jesus” 
miraculous birth) 


seta king over me, like all the nations 
that are around me^," you may indeed 
зе over you a king whom the LORD 
your God will choose. One of your own 
community you may set as king over 
you; you are not permitted to put a 
foreigner over you, who is not of your 
‘own community." Even so, be must not 
acquire many borses for himself, or 
‘return the people to Egypt ш order to 
acquire more horses, since the LORD 
has said to you, "You must never retum 
that way again". And he must not 
acquire many wives for himself, or else 
his heart will штп away; also silver and 
gold be must not acquire in great 
quantity for himself. " When he has 
taken the throne of his kingdom, he shall 
have a copy of this law writen for him in 
the presence of the leviical rests, "Н. 
shall remain with bim and be shall read 
in it all the days of his life, so that be 
may кат to fear the LORD his God, 
diligently observing all the words of his 
law and these statutes," neither exalting 
himself above other members of the 
community no turing aside from the 
commandment, either to the right or 10 
the ей, so that be and his descendants 
тау reign long over his kingdom in 
һа 

Deut. 23.2 “Those bom of an illicit union 
ballot be admitted to the assembly of 
the LORD. Even to the tenth generation, 
ove of their descendants shall be 
admitted to the assembly of the LORD." 





JESUS AS BLASPHEMER. 


Darrell L. Bock 


The charge of Jesus as 'blasphemer" is certainly one of the more serious 
charges raised against Jesus. It appears at his trial and in a couple of scenes 
where Jesus forgives sins in a very direct manner. The charge requires 
а look at four questions: (1) What constitutes blasphemy in Judaism? 
(2) Does the claim to forgive sins relate to this theme? (3) How do claims 
associated with being able to sit with God relate to this theme? and 
(4) Which New Testament passages raise this theme? We shall take each 
idea in tum. 


Blasphemy in Judaism. 


This idea I have covered thoroughly in a monograph on the topic, the key 
elements of which I summarize here.’ There are two kinds of blasphemy, 
verbal and blasphemy of action. Verbal blasphemy was legally limited to 
a pronunciation of the divine Name in an inappropriate way as т. Sanh, 
7.5 taught. However, this was not all there was to the charge culturally. 

‘There is little discussion of formal judicial examples of blasphemy in 
the Jewish literature. Trials for blasphemy are not present in these texts, 
though m. Sanh. 7.5 does define a procedure for examining a charge and 
limits the offence to speaking the very Name of God. Leviticus 24.10-16 
is the one passage that many of the texts discuss where blasphemy is pre- 
sented (note Josephus, Ant. 4.202). It possessed ambiguities that made 
defining blasphemy, especially where euphemisms were used, a subject of 
some rabbinic debate. Numbers 15.30-31 is often cited as а similar situ- 
ation to blasphemy with its Sabbath violation followed by a death penalty. 
To use the divine Name in an inappropriate way is certainly blasphemy 
and is punishable by death (Lev. 24.10-16; т. Sank. 64 and 7.5; Philo, On 
the Life of Moses 2.203-206). At the base of these ideas about blasphemy 


1. Darrell L. Bock, Blasphemy and Exaltation in Judaism and the Final Examina- 
tion of Jesus (WUNT 1/106; Tübingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1998). 
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lies the command of Exodus 22.27 not to revile God nor the leaders һе 
appointed for the nation. 

Debate exists whether use of an alternative name for such an utterance 
is blasphemy, though some sentiment exists for including these examples 
(m. Sch'b. 4.13; b. Sch'b. 35a; b. Sanh. 55-57а, 60a). Warnings were 
certainly issued in such cases where a range of euphemisms was used for 
utterances, but it does not appear, at least in the rabbinic period, to have 
carried an automatic death sentence. 

What happened if a warning was ignored seems easy to determine, 
given the parallel with another warning involving the incorrigible son in 
m. Sanh. 8.4. An unheeded warning would lead to potential liability on the 
second offence. The official rabbinic position is that the use of the divine 
Name constitutes the only clear case of capital blasphemy (m. Sanh. 7.5). 
One is even to avoid blaspheming foreign deities as a sign of respect for 
the Name of God, texts that certainly reflect an apologetic stance taken 
with outsiders (Josephus, Ant. 4.207; Philo, On the Life of Moses 2.205; 
Special Laws 1.53). 

Yet beyond utterances of blasphemy involving the Name, there is also 
а whole category of acts of blasphemy. These examples move beyond 
‘mere utterance of the Name, though often including it. Here one can start 
with of the use of a range of substitute titles. But beyond these offensive 
utterances one can sce discussed a whole range of actions offensive to 
God. Almost any religiously sensitive Jew would have seen such actions 
as blasphemous, even if they were not specifically addressed by any for- 
mal, ideal legal statute, Their existence suggests a category of cultural 
blasphemy that all would recognize as representing an offence against 
God. 

‘Acts of blasphemy seem to concentrate on idolatry (as a violation of 
the first commandment), a show of arrogant disrespect toward God, or the 
insulting of his chosen leaders. Often those who blasphemed verbally went 
further and acted on their feelings as well. God manages to judge such 
offences one way or another. Examples in Jewish exposition are Sisera 
(Judg. 4.3 and NumR 10.2; disrespect toward God's people), Goliath 
(1 Sam. 17 and Josephus, Ant. 6.183; disrespect towards God's people and 
worship of Dagon), Sennacherib (2 Kgs 18-19 = Isa. 37.6, 23; disrespect 
for God's power), Belshazzar (Dan. 3.29 Q [96] and Josephus, Ant. 10.233, 
242; disrespect for God's presence in the use of temple utensils ata party), 
Manassch (acting against the Torah; Sifre $ 112) and Titus (b. Git, 56 and 
ARN B 7; entering, defaming the Temple, slicing open the curtain and 
taking the utensils away). Acting against the Temple is also blasphemous 
(1 Mace. 2.6; Josephus, Ant. 12.406). Significantly, comparing oneself to 





78 Who Do My Opponents Say That I Am? 


God is also blasphemous according to Philo and reflects an arrogance like 
that seen in other acts of blasphemy just noted above (On Dreams 2.130- 
31; Decalogue 13-14, 61-64). At Qumran, unfaithfulness in moral action 
by those who pretend to lead the people (CD 5.12) or the act of speaking 
against God’s people (1QpHab 10.13) are blasphemous. In the Mishnah 
and Talmud, idolatry and blasphemy are seen as very similar, while in a 
few texts they are said to be virtually the same (у. Sanh. 7.25a). Still other 
examples treated more briefly in this rabbinic material are: Adam, the 
generation of the flood, Sodomites, Pharaoh, Naboth, Korah, Amalek, 
Nebuchadnezzar, and Rome, as well as Tabor and Carmel as false locales 
of worship. Within Israel, the outstanding example is the golden calf inci- 
dent, where idolatry is offensive to the holiness of Israel's God (Philo, On 
the Life of Moses 2.159-66). 

Blasphemy represents an offence against God and a violation of a fun- 
damental principle of the faith. Sometimes God alone punishes the blas- 
phemer (e.g., Pharaoh, Korah, Titus), while at other times judgment is to 
be carried out by the community (the Israelite woman's son). But a second. 
important level of blasphemy is attacking God's people verbally, as Sen- 
пасһегї or Goliath did. Here Exodus 22.27 bas a special role to play. 
Those who challenge the leadership God has put in place for his people 
are also seen as attacking God himself. So blasphemy operates in a rather 
wide range of insulting speech or activity. 

How this view of blasphemy in Judaism relates to the leadership's 
examination of Jesus requires careful consideration of one other important 
topic, namely, the highest Jewish forms of exaltation. By ‘high’ exaltation 
is meant a very specific kind of activity, going directly into God's pre- 
sence in heaven. The question does not involve merely the ability to go into 
heaven as a righteous one. The possibility of a heavenly abode offended 
по Jew who believed in an afterlife for the righteous. Rather the crucial 
question concerns the possibility of going directly into God's presence to 
be or serve at his side. Did Jews consider God's holiness to be so unique 
that such a place would be inappropriate for anyone, human or angelic? 
Thus, the next section considers the issue of who gets to go into the pre- 
sence of God and labours at his side. It is only when the themes of blas- 
phemy and exaltation within Judaism are carefully understood that one 
‘can then ask about the basis for the charge that Jesus was a “blasphemer’. 
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Exaltation іп Judaism 


Early Jewish views of heavenly access to God show just how respected 
and unique the deity was. His presence radiates with a brilliant glory and 
his honour is protected by an elaborate structure of restricted access, which 
only his sovereign direction breaks. Though heaven is full of inhabitants 
‘who serve and praise him, only a few even get an intimate glimpse of his 
presence. Those who get to sit in his presence are directed to do so. 

The list of those who sit in heaven is a select one, consisting either of 
the great luminaries of the past or of anticipated eschatological luminaries 
of the future who sometimes represent a mixing of transcendent-human 
qualities. When it comes to the angels, only Gabriel is said to sit next to 
God's presence, and that is merely as Enoch's escort (2 En. 24.1-3). But 
even this text is not entirely free of suspicion as a Christian interpolation.’ 
Those angels who share in the heavenly council appear to function as a 
“first among equals’ and arc sent to carry out a judgement that God has 
authorized (11QMelch 2.9-11, 13-14). When it comes to angels, getting 
into God's presence relates to service and worship, not sitting. 

But what can be said of human figures? Adam, Abel, Enoch, Abraham, 
Moses, David, Job, the Messiah, Enoch-Son of Man, Enoch-Metatron are 
‘said to sit. Enoch sits to receive revelation about the end (Jub. 4.20; Т. Abr 
11.3-8[B]; 2 En. 24.1-3). Adam and Abraham serve as witnesses to the 
judgment (T. Abr 10-12). Adam is reinstated to the authority he had before 
the Fall (Life of Adam and Eve 47.3; Apoc. Mos. 39.2-3). Job, whose seat- 
ing is disputed, argues he gets a seat as one of the righteous (T. Job 34—38). 
In another text, Abraham also accompanies Messiah for his seating, with 
Abraham on the left and Messiah on the right (Midrash Ps. 18.29). It is a 
seating representing honour and reward. Messianic seating is also probably 





2. Access to God was also restricted by various barriers put in the way of geting 
to heaven. Not only is there fire, but some texts discuss a variety of obstacles, includ- 
ing а curtain, a host of avenging angels, as well as intense cold and heat. A famous 
"almudic text on how difficult it is to get access to God appears in ô. Hag. 14b, 150, 
where four rabbis attempt to see God and only one barely survives to tell tbe story. It 
discusses the obstacles to getting close to God. The account has several parallels (1. 
Hag. 23;y. Hag. TTo). These traditions have not been treated because they appear in 
later materials. They serve to underscore how rare such access is and thatthe ascents 
associated with such visits were only temporary. 

3. Bock, Blasphemy, pp. 164-65, nn. 146-47 In fact, Jewish tradition is divided on 
the question of whether angels can sit in heaven and the idea that they can is, at best, a 
minority position, if this text is Jewish and not Christian. 
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noted at Qumran, as the Messiah is given honour worthy of the deliverer 
who is seated as the first of kings among the righteous in heaven (40491 
1.13-17). Another Qumranian text has David seated before God on Israel's. 
throne, as an expression of honour to the head of the dynasty and as leader 
of the righteous (4Q504 frag. 2.4.6). Here is great honor, but it seems to 
fall short of a vice regency, looking more like a reward for faithfulness. 
Still another Davidic text comes from a suggestion by Akiba that David 
sits by God in heaven. This is strongly rejected by another rabbi as a 
major offence against God (b. Hag. 14a; b. Sanh. 38b). Abel exercises a 
temporary role as a judge in the end (Т. Abr. 13.2). 

‘The most significant exaltation scenes involve Moses and the trans- 
formed Enoch figures (Son of Man and Metatron). Moses is enthroned 
with great authority, but his exalted role is merely a metaphorical picture. 
of his authority in establishing the nation (Ezek, Trag. 68-89). The refer- 
‘ences to his 'deification' appear to be explained by his function as God's 
powerful agent, so he is ‘like a god before Pharoah’ (Exod. 7.1; Philo, 
Life of Moses 1.155-62; The Worse Attacks the Better 160-62; Sacrifices 
of Abel and Cain 9-10). Thus, the Moses imagery turns out on closer 
‘examination to be less exceptional than it first appears. 

Enoch-Metatron is given great authority over heavenly affairs, but he 
also is disciplined when that authority is misused in a way that might con- 
fuse him with God (3 En. 3-16). This late text tells us how comprehen- 
sive the high exaltation texts could be, especially in some of the later 
texts. It also indicates the intense fear and reaction such exaltation texts 
produced when they were seen as giving too exalted a position to some- 
‘one other than God. 

Ошу Enoch-Son of Man is portrayed as the great eschatological judge 
of the end, seated next to God (1 En. 45.3; 51.3; 61.8; 62.2-6; 70.27, espe- 
cially 46.1-3 and 71.1-17). It is a remarkably unique picture. 

‘As noted, these final two portraits of Enoch-Metatron and Enoch-Son 
‘of Man produced controversy. These figures appear in other passages in 
‘ways that show great nervousness about the extent of exaltation attributed. 
to them (T. Abr. 11.3-8 (В. for Enoch; 3 En. 16; b. Hag. 15a; b. Sanh. 
38b; and b. AZ 3b- for Metatron). God's honour is unique and is not to be 
confused with anyone else’s status. To equate anyone else with God is to 
risk thinking blasphemously. 

Ла sum, it is clear that for some within Judaism, being seated by God 
was possible, but it was limited to very few and usually involved very 
limited circumstances. With the one exception of Gabriel, all those who 
sit are human luminaries or humans transformed into a new, glorious 
heavenly form and role. The highest forms of exaltation apparently also 
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met with some strong opposition or clear qualification of such claims by 
other Jews, showing it was not a universal opinion that such a thing was to 
be tolerated. When one places these few examples of seating around the 
numerous references to a wide array of other types of heavenly activity 
and the few texts disputing such claims, itis evident just how rare and 
privileged the honour is. It takes God's direct intervention and invitation 
to permit it, and all such authority is stil derived authority. Some get 
close to God at his direction and as an expression of their significance in 
some key phase in God's plan. But candidates do not apply for the role 
nor do they claim it for themselves. Only God can direct such a seating. 

This Jewish backdrop on blasphemy and exaltation sets the context and 
provides the cultural script to understand the reaction to Jesus and his 
claims. Now а set of questions remains. How do the background study of 
blasphemy and the views surrounding access to God impact the under- 
standing of the Jewish examination of Jesus and his claims to forgive sin? 
How would the Jewish leadership have received his self-claim to be given 
азем at the right hand of God? For these questions we need to tum to the 
New Testament texts where Jesus offers forgiveness of sins and where he 
is examined by the Jewish leadership. 


The First Basis of the Charge of Blasphemy: 
Jesus’ Claim to Forgive Sins 


In Mark 2.1-2 and parallels, as well as in Luke 7.36-50, Jesus directly 
offers forgiveness of sins in a way that the theologically rooted Jews in 
the audience claim is blasphemy. Now this concept of Jesus forgiving sins 
is multiply attested in terms of the criteria of authenticity with its appear- 
ance ina tradition reflected in Mark and one that Luke alone uses (so Mark 
and Luke). In both places the instant reaction is the same by the Jewish 
theologians present. They object, “Who can forgive sins but God?" 
The best we can tell there are only two parallels to this kind of an act in 
Judaism. One is in 2 Samuel 12.13, where Nathan as a prophet declares to 
David, ‘The Lord has taken away your sin’. The second is a text found at 
Qumran known as 4QPrNab (=4Q242) 1.4. In this work, known as the 
Prayer of Nabonidus, an exorcist is said to have forgiven sin. No rabbinic 
texts make such an association. Forgiveness is seen as God's business. 
‘What can be made of these parallels? Nathan merely announces what 
God has done. It is the Lord who forgives the sin. So in this text, Nathan 
merely functions as a prophet, declaring what God alone has clearly done. 
The Nabonidus text simply summarizes the impact of what the exorcist 
helps to facilitate on the basis of a principle expressed in the Jewish 
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Talmud of the fifth Century AD, "No one gets up from his sickbed until 
all his sins are forgiven’. (Nedarim 41a). 

In fact, there is discussion and debate about this Qumran text as well. 
Eric Eve has traced this discussion in some detail.“ He begins by noting 
how fragmentary this text is. Many lacunae have to be filled in order to 
make sense of the text. The key line here is, I was afflicted [...] for seven 
years.. and an exorcist pardoned my sins’ ^ He notes that frequent attempt. 
to connect the text with Danie! 4 is possible but not certain. He goes on to 
question whether a translation of sin pardoned is also appropriate, One 
rendering is [when I had confessed my sins and Jmy faults, [God] granted 
me a soothsayer’. Others note that the assumption against an orthodox 
Jewish background is that God does the forgiving and that the exorcist’s 
role is little different than that of Nathan with David. In other words, the 
text presents a kind of shorthand view of forgiveness where the exorcist 
Simply bears the message of God. Finally, Eve goes on to note that the 
term translated ‘exorcist’ can also mean ‘seer’, as usage in Daniel 2.26; 
4.1; 57, 11 shows, which puts it in a more prophetic mode. When опе 
adds to all of this the fact that one has to supply what took place before 
(the king’s possible prayer for help or other such possibilities), then one 
has a text whose exact import as а parallel is less than certain. 

Even without this caveat about the Nabonidus text, these two examples 
are different than the text involving Jesus, where he declares sins forgiven 
directly. Now he does say, ‘your sins are forgiven’ with a passive verb, 
suggesting God does the forgiving, but in Mark 2.10 be says far more, 
“That you might know that the Son of Man has authority on earth to 
forgive sins, Г say to you get up and walk’. 

Here Jesus links an act that cannot be seen (forgiveness) with an act that 
‘can and that requires God's work (healing a paralytic), so that God can be 
seen to act in response to Jesus’ initiative in a text where the authority 
Jesus claims is his own as Son of Man. This is precisely the reverse of what 
опе would expect in terms of the declaration of authority for the action. 
Yes, God has given authority to forgive sins, but when it comes to the Son 
of Man, Jesus’ favourite name for himself; he will ultimately associate the 
imagery of judgement and ruling authority with Daniel 7. So Jesus has 


4. Eric Eve, The Jewish Context of Jesus’ Miracles (JSNTS, 231; Sheffield; 
‘Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), pp. 182-89. 

5. The citation is from Eve, Jewish Context, р. 183, with the breaks in the text 
provided and the discussion that follows is indebted to him. 

6. The debate over the authenticity of the Son of Man title is almost endless. 1 
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authority to forgive sin, an authority closely linking him to God and the 
divine work. The charge seems to revolve around Jesus’ taking up an 
exclusively divine prerogative with such directness based on his own 
authority. The offence appears to revolve around the fact that forgiveness 
‘comes outside any cultic requirements in a mere declaration, an approach 
that also points to Jesus’ own authority." 

Now Eve makes another point about the miracle tradition tied to Jesus 
that is relevant to this scene. It is that Jesus claims a miraculous authority 
in a manner distinct from almost all other parallels. So not only is the way 
Jesus declares forgiveness of sins unique, but also the way he healed in 
this context. Eve makes an important distinction between different kinds 
of healer-exorcists that in turn is dependent on work by Werner Kahl.* 
‘There are three types of approaches to healing. There are those who are 
(1) ‘bearers of numinous power’ (BNP), (2) those who are ‘petitioners of 
muminous power’ (PNP) and (3) those who are ‘mediators of numinous 
power’ (MNP). Mediators use formulae or some other means as an aid in 
their work, Petitioners simply pray for the healing. Bearers of numinous 
power act directly with no intermediary elements. They “incorporate heal- 
ing power in themselves" ^ What is crucial to sec is that Jesus is a bearer 
of such power, while Jewish examples like Eleazar, noted by Josephus in 
his Ant. 8.45-49, is a mediator of such power. Eve also notes a parallel in 
Greco-Roman works with a later figure Apollonius of Tyana (he is а figure 
from 150 years later). Otherwise Eve says that Jesus is ‘virtually unique 
in being an immanent ВХР". 

In his conclusion, Eve sees that Jesus as unique in the surviving Jewish 
literature of his time in being portrayed as performing a large number of 
healings and exorcisms. Kahl is correct that he is virtually unique in 


have defended its authenticity in my Jesus according 1o Scripture (Grand Rapids: 
Baker, 2002), pp. 601-605. 

7. For this reading of Mk 2, see .D.G. Dunn, The Parting of the Ways (London: 
SCM Press, 1991), pp. 46-47. Forgiveness was posible without recourse to priests or 
rabbis. The implications for religious authority structures are huge since these authori- 
ties would believe that the way they bestowed forgiveness was in line with divine 
instruction. See also В. Chilton, The Temple of Jesus (University Park: Pennsylvania 
State University, 1992), pp. 130-33, on Jesus and forgiveness. 

%. W. Kahl, New Testament Miracle Stories in their Rligious-Historical Serting: 
А Religionsgeschichtiche Comparison from a Strcturalist Perspective (Forschungen 
zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments, 163; Göttingen: Vanden- 
hoeck А Ruprecht, 1994) 

9, Kahl, Miracle Stories, p. 76. 

10. Eve, Jewish Context, pp. 15-16. Citation is on p. 16. 
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Jewish literature in being portrayed as an immanent BNP in these acts of 
power, with two provisos. Fist, some Jewish texts can appear to make 
‘human figures act as immanent ВМР where the context suggests they are 
really only mediators of God’s numinous power. Secondly, whatever may 
be true of individual miracles stories, the gospels show some tendency to 
indicate it is God's power at work in Jesus, not merely his own (e.g., Mt. 
12.28/Lk. 11.20; Lk. 5.17). If Jesus is a BNP, it is because he is a bearer 
of God's Spirit, which is the source of Jesus’ power. Indeed, if God were 
‘not in some sense behind Jesus’ acts of power, they would not count as 
miracles." Still the consistency of the presentation of Jesus’ authority 
here is worth noting. If Jesus repeatedly claimed such direct authority in 
the manner he chose to forgive sin, this would have caused offence to the 
Jewish leadership and helped to strengthen their sense of reaction. The fact 
that Jesus repeats such a claim in the anointing scene of Luke 7.36-50, 
mentioned almost in passing as а text that is highlighting Jesus’ accep- 
tance of the woman, would do nothing to help alleviate the leadership's 
concerns about Jesus’ claim. 

Thus, the claim to forgive sins would set the stage for concern about 
Jesus performing acts of blasphemy and making claims that indicate, in the 
leadership's view, a lack of respect for the unique authority of God. 





The Second Basis of the Charge and the Key Scene: 
The Jewish Examination of Jesus and Blasphemy 


‘The examination before the Jewish leadership appears to have extended 
from the evening into the early morning. It proceeded in two stages: (1) the 
attempt to see if a charge could be gathered around the Temple inci- 
dent with its seeming implication of reform or destruction of the Temple 
without consent of the leadership, and (2) the examination of Jesus’ self- 
understanding. The goal of the examination was to determine if a charge 
related to some form of sedition could be brought before Pilate. In terms 
of historical credibility, there is a pattern in the sequence of arrest, appear- 
ances before the Jewish leadership and Pilate, Peter's denials, crucifixion 
‘and empty tomb that is so deeply imbedded in all versions of these events 
that this basic outline appears to be historically credible. 

The attempt to see if a charge worthy to take to Pilate could be con- 
nected to the Temple appears only in Mark 14.53-56 and Matthew 26.59- 
63a. It біз the cultural backdrop for the examination to begin bere. Jesus’ 





11. Eve, Jewish Context, pp. 378-79. 
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actin the Temple was public and would have been controversial. The act 
coheres with remarks in John 2.19 about Jesus rebuilding a destroyed 
temple. Mark 14.58 bas a similar remark that parallels other Marcan texts 
(13.2; 15.29; 11.17-18). The act also coheres with the idea that the escha- 
ton would bring a cleansing and restoration of Jerusalem (Tob. 14.5-7; Ps. 
Sol. 17-18). 

However, the charge is dismissed on two basic grounds. First, the testi- 
mony is called false, because the witnesses are not able to agree (Mk 
14.59), Matthew strengthens this to say the council sought such testimony 
(Mt. 26.59). So, this effort goes nowhere. Apparently the leadership had a 
sense that this charge would not be convincing to Pilate. The gospels are 
circumspect enough to note that they sensed this. The key here may be the. 
attribution of these witnesses that Jesus claimed he would destroy the 
Temple. The remark as itis tied to Jesus in the tradition appears to be that 
the Temple will be destroyed by someone other than Jesus. In remarks 
about the Тетріс” or Jerusalem's fate that do go back to Jesus, it appears 
Jesus anticipates a judgement on the nation for covenant unfaithfulness. 
(Lk. 13.34-35; 19.41-44; Mk 13.2 and parallels). The fact that this charge 
became a dead-end meant that it was not related in Luke's account of this 
scene. John skips this interrogation completely, probably because it was 
well known in the church's oral tradition. 

This led to by far the most important portion of this account for the 
‘emergence of the charge of blasphemy. It is the examination by the high 
priest and Jesus” response (Mk 14.60-65). Mark juxtaposes this scene with 
Peter's denials (14.66-72). The most common objection to the historicity 
of this scene is the juxtaposition of christological titles (Messiah, Son, Son 
of Man) and texts (Ps. 110.1; Dan. 7.13-14) in Jesus" reply.” 

Some question whether the transition from temple charge to a question 
about being Messiah is а natural one. They argue that the transition is too 
abrupt and the topics are too unrelated. However, the work of Betz and 
the association of renewal of Jerusalem with the end shows that the 
‘sequence is a natural one, especially given the range of claims associated 
with Jesus that are made upon his entry into the city.” The high priest's 
‘question about Jesus being the Son of the Blessed has the ring of respect 
for God about it that fits such a solemn setting about such grave issues. 


12. The debate bere and several key related issues are treated in detail in Raymond 
E. Brown, The Death of the Messiah (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1994), 1, 
рр. 461-47. 

13, "Probleme des Prozesses Jeus’, in ANRW 2.25.1, pp. 565-647. 
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‘The ‘Blessed’ is an indirect reference to God rooted in language that ties 
God to acts of blessing. It is neither a common expression in Judaism nor 
in Christianity, so it does not have the feel of being a created title by Mark 
(т. Ber. 7.3; 1 En. 77.2; 4Q209). Jesus’ reply in Mark keeps the tone of 
respect by speaking of the right hand of power (/ En. 62.7; numerous texts 
in Mekilia where the power exercised at the Exodus is the point: Mek- 
Beshallah 2 (26a) on Exod. 14.2; Mek-Amalek 1 [54b] on Exod. 17.3; Mek- 
Amalek 4 [596] on Exod. 18.19; Mek-Bahodesh 9 [71а] on Exod. 20.1 
Sifre Num § 112; ARN). Such exceptional usage is against a Marcan cre- 
ation, especially when Mark is comfortable referring to the ‘Son of God" 
(Mk 1.15 3.11; 5.7; 15.37). 

The most crucial element within this scene is Jesus’ reply. Two basic 
views exist about Jesus’ reply: (1) This reply was placed on Jesus’ lips as 
a christological summary of the confession of the early church." In this 
reading, Jesus is the model of how one responds to persecution for the 
‘communities to which the gospels are written. (2) In my monograph, 1 
have defended in detail the position that this is а faithful summary of what 
Jesus said.’ The most discussed part of the reply is the juxtaposition of 
Psalm 110.1 with Daniel 7.13-14, given that all the Synoptics appear to 
affirm the association with the Christ, in at least a qualified manner. Mark 
has an unqualified ‘yes’ to open the reply, while Matthew and Luke speak 
interms of you have said so’, an idiomatic response that means, "Yes, but 
not entirely in the sense in which it bas been asked’. This is not a com- 
plete rejection of the category, but more a qualification on it. The remain- 
der of the response makes that qualification clear, o that the force of the 
three Synoptics is in agreement as to the thrust of Jesus’ response. It is 
hard to understand how the term Christ became so completely attached to 
Jesus in the early church, if he in fact absolutely rejected the title. 

Since it is this portion of the scene that is the most crucial, it is impor- 
tant to walk through the issues of historicity pro and con a step at a time. 
Against the scriptural connection going back to Jesus are two key 
arguments. (1) The christological reflection here looks advanced, even 
post-Easter. (2) Jesus did not normally link such texts together in such a 
midrashic manner. 











14, Argued for most persuasively by N. Perrin, "Mark XIV.62: The End Product of 
а Christian Pesher?", NTS 12 (1965-66), pp. 150-55, and his “The High Priest's Ques- 
tion and Jesus’ Answer (Mark 14.61-62), in The Passion in Mark: Studies on Mark 
14-16 (ed. Werner Kelber; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), pp. 80-95. 

15. Bock, Blasphemy, pp. 209-33. 
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However, these objections are not as strong as they initially seem. (On 1) 
The key to Jesus’ reply is his reference to the Son of Man, while the 
priest's messianic question is basically what the Temple action was likely 
to have suggested, especially if the concern is to consider a political charge 
to raise with Pilate. The availability of Son of Man speculation to Jesus 
(11QMel 2.18; Ezek. Trag. 76; 1 En. 46.2-4; 48.2; 62.5-14; 63;11; 69.27- 
29; 70.1, 14-17; 4 Ezra 13) and Jesus’ exclusive use of this title speak to 
its likely role as a self-reference by Jesus.'* The multiple attestation that 
‘belongs to the apocalyptic Son of Man sayings also speaks for its availa- 
bility versus being a creation in a gospel that is aimed at a predominantly 
Greek audience (Mark [Mk 8.38 par; Mk 13.26 par; Mk 14.62 par], О 








16. John J. Collins, "The Son of Man in Firs-Century Judaism’, NTS 38 (1992), 
рр. 448-66 and William Horbury, "The Associations of "The Son of Man”, 
JTS 36 (1985), pp. 34-55. Whether there was а Son of Man concept might be debated, 
but there certainly was speculation about an exalted figure whose roots lie in Daniel 7. 
The summary evidence involves a wide array of sources from Judaism of varying 
strength. For example, in 1 QMel 2.18, there is reference o the bearer of good tidings 
who is ‘the messiah of the spirit of whom Danfiel] spoke". Now the allusion in the 
context is probably to Danie 9.25 as seven weeks are mentioned, but Horbury notes 
that this text was often associated with Daniel 2 and 7 in Jewish thinking, so that the 
same figure may be in view. In Ezek Trag. a text where in a dream Moses gets to sit 
оо God's throne it can be noted how the throne of exaltation on which Moses sat was 
associated with the plural expression ‘thrones’, language from Daniel 7.9. Other 
slightly later texts have even clearer points of contact. / Enoch is filled with Son of 
Man references (46.2-4; 48.2; 62.5, 7, 9, 14; 63.11; 69.27, 29 2); 70.1; 71.14, 17). 
His enthronement in 62.2-14 is clearly connected to Daniel 7, with its reference to a 
seat on the ‘throne of glory’. / Enoch 46.1 and 47.3 also seem to allude to Daniel 7, 
эз do 63.11; 69.27, 29. The three variations in the way Son of Man is referred to hore 
do not alter the point that it is Daniel 7 that is the point of departure for the imagery 
here. 4 Ezra 13 is another, later text that also reflects speculation about the figure of 
Daniel. А rabbinic dispute attributed to the late first century involves Akiba’s claim 
that the “thrones” are reserved for David. It suggests an interesting regal, Daniel 7 
connection (b. Hag. 14a; b. Sanh. 38b). Some have compared the Melchizedek figure 
to aspects of Son of Man speculation (P.J. Kobelski, Melchizedek and Melchiresha 
[CBQMS, 10; Washington: Catholic Biblical Association, 1981], p. 136). Finally, 
there is the image ofthe exalted figure in 4Q491, who also echoes themes of Daniel 7 
The variety of passages indicates that Daniel 7 imagery was a part of frst-century 
Jewish eschatological and apocalyptic speculation, apart from the question of the 
presence ofa defined Son of Man figure. This means that Daniel 7 was a text that was. 
present in the theologically reflective thinking of Judaism and was quite available о 
Jesus once he started thinking in eschatological-vindication terms. There is nothing 
here that requires a post-Easter scenario. So the availability of Daniel 7 for reflection 
about the end seems clear enough. 
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(Mt. 24.27-Lk. 17.24; 24.37-L. 17.26; 24.39-Lk. 17.30), М [Mt. 10.23; 
13.41; 24.44; 25.31], L [Lk. 17.22]). (On 2) There is evidence that Jesus. 
did link texts together in a midrashic style (Mk 7.6-10-Mt. 15.4-9; Mt. 
22.33-39 like Mk 12.29-31). More important is a point Raymond Brown 
makes with emphasis in his work about Jesus’ death: “The perception that 
ОТ passages were interpreted to give a christological insight does not 
date the process’. He goes on to add: ‘Hidden behind the attribution to the 
early church is often the assumption that Jesus had no Christology even. 
by way of reading the Scriptures to discern in what anticipated way he 
fitted into God's plan. Can one really think that credible? The issue of 
‘who Jesus was is just as live an issue in the thirties as it was in the sixties. 
There is nothing in these objections that requires a church creation and 
several factors argue against it. So the likelihood is that when we confront 
this charge, we are dealing with the situation as it was at the trial and have 
walked into a central scene in Jesus’ life." 

What would have been Jesus” point in such a qualified reply? Jesus 
answers somewhat affirmatively to the messianic query of the high priest 
but then adds to it to make it clear that the question really misses the point. 
Jesus does not merely affirm the query; he goes beyond it. The remark 
about the Son of Man coming on the clouds and being seated at God's 
right hand, whether it was heard as a reception into heaven or a retum to 
earth to rule (and that is debated), affirms a divine vindication of Jesus that 
assumes (1) a session by God's side and (2) the right to judge one day. In 
other words, Jesus may be on trial now, but one day he would be vindi- 
cated so that rejecting him meant being a defendant before God and his 
chosen representative at а decisive final judgement. To a leadership that 
did not accept that Jesus was a candidate for such vindication, this claim 
and the intimacy and authority it implied was blasphemous. For them blas- 
phemy would have included making oneself too close to God (Josephus, 
Ant. 6.183; 10.233, 242; Philo, On Dreams 2.130-31; Decalogue 13-14, 
61-64). In claiming to be their future judge one day, he may well have 
also tripped over, in their view, Exodus 22.27 and its remarks on blas- 
phemy. Luke's failure to mention blasphemy at this point of the examina- 
tion means little, as he tells his story for an audience that only needed to 
understand that what Jesus said led him to Pilate. Matthew and Mark do 


17. Brown, Death, pp. 513-15. 

18. I have updated my discussion ofthis scene in “Blasphemy and the Jewish Exami- 
mation of Jesus’, BBR 17.1 (2007), pp. 61-122, especially by interacting with alternative 
views since my original work in 1998. 
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record the reception of the claims as being blasphemous (Mk 14.64; Mt. 
26.65). Neither is there a need to have pronounced the divine name to get 
to such a verdict, although this has been argued by Gundry.” This view is 
possible, but by itself it cannot explain the reaction of the leadership, since 
the divine Name would have come in the context of the citing of Scripture, 
something in itself that would not be offensive. Other contextually noted 
elements, namely the extent of Jesus’ claim of vindication, must have 
triggered the negative reaction to Jesus’ response. 

‘One more key objection to authenticity remains. It bas been claimed 
that the stacking up of titles like that in this text is an argument against 
authenticity." But on formal and conceptual grounds, this claim can be 
rejected as going beyond the evidence. In discussing the Son of Man it 
was noted that development is not the private domain of the early church 
and that combining allusions does not date when such combinations took 
place. Jesus was capable of formulating an association between Psalm 
110.1 and Daniel 7.13. But this response only deals with the nature of 
Jesus’ reply. What about the way the high priest forms his question with 
multiple titles? Is the stacking up of titles in his question necessarily 
artificial? 

‘That the high priest would be concemed about Jesus as Messiah is 
natural, since a charge is being considered that the leadership feels makes 
Jesus a candidate to be taken to the Roman authorities. As also was noted, 
the Temple incident and sayings might suggest that Jesus had associated 
himself with events tied to the retum of the Messiah. The Son of Man title 
is Jesus’ way to refer to himself, so both of these elements fit. The only 
potentially extraneous element is the allusion to Son of the Blessed. 

But on formal grounds it is not unusual in Judaism for titles to be piled 
оп one another when one is emphasizing a point. 1 already noted in an 
earlier discussion how two names were given for God in / Enoch 77.2, 
namely ‘Most High’ and “eternally Blessed’. One can point to / Enoch 
48.2 with its reference to ‘the Lord of Spirits, the Before-time', a construc- 
tion much like the one seen in Mark 14. Similar is Psalms of Solomon 


19. Robert Gundry, Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the Cross (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), pp. 883-922. Updated and developed in his The Old Is 
Better: New Testament Essays in Support of Traditional Interpretations (WUNT, 
1.178; Tübingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 2005), pp. 98-110. 

20. As Donald Juel states about the Mark 14 combination, ‘The combination of 
allusions presumes a developed stage of reflection’. This is similar to the midrashic 
‘argument in another form, only here titles not texts are in view. See his Messianic 
Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early Christianity 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), p. 146. 
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17.21 with its reference to ‘their king, the son of David’. Of course, the 
outstanding biblical example of the piling up of names is Isaiah 9.6 [Eng], 
and here also it is a regal figure being named. When this takes place there 
is something solemn about what is being said. So there is nothing for- 
mally odd about the high priest questioning Jesus and doing so with a com- 
bined set of titles that suggests the moment’s seriousness. 

So was Jesus crucified because he claimed to be Messiah? Was that the 
соге of the blasphemy charge? This is how some challenge the scene's 
ical value, but that is not what is going on, even though it is the 
political charge that is highlighted before Pilate. Read in this light, it 
appears that the high priest is asking Jesus to confirm his messianic status, 
If that is the case, then the scene has been challenged in the past because 
it is not a capital crime in Judaism to claim to be Messiah, that is, a mes- 
sianic claim is not blasphemous.” The point that messianic confession is 
not inherently blasphemous is a correct one as the examination of blas- 
phemy within Judaism shows. 

However, this objection makes an assumption about the question 
sequence that should be critiqued. The incorrect assumption is that what 
the examination was seeking and what resulted from the examination were 
‘exactly the same thing. It assumes that Jesus" affirmative reply to the high 
priest's messianic question makes the blasphemous remark revolve around 
messiahship. But the contention of this study is that this is not the relation- 
ship between the priest's question and Jesus’ answer. The examination 
was about messiahship, so that a socio-political issue could be taken to 
Rome. The threat that Jesus represented to the people in the leadership's 
view, in а view much like 11QTemple 64.6-13 expresses, meant that he 
should be stopped and brought before Rome as a political-social threat. If 
a messianic claim and danger could be proven, then Jesus could be taken 
to Rome as a challenger ruler whom Rome did not appoint. The charge 
‘would be sedition, a crime capable of a death penalty. The Jewish leader- 
ship could have developed real concem about this threat when Jesus uttered 
the parable of the wicked tenants, which was clearly an attack on the lead- 
ership and suggested that Jesus was a ‘son’, whose rejection would be 
vindicated by God His act in the Temple could be seen as a political 





21. See the remarks in Joel Marcus, "Mark 14.61: "Are you the Messiah-Son-of- 
 God?"", NovT 31 (1989), pp. 127-29. 

22. This is perceptively noted by Jack Kingsbury, The Christology of Mark's 
Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), pp. 118-19. On this parable see Klyne 
Snodgrass, The Parable ofthe Wicked Tenants (WUNT, 27; Tübingen: Mobr/Sicbeck, 
1983). 
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challenge not only to the Jewish leadership but to the Romans who 
allowed such political authority to exist there. Thus, the threat to Jewish 
leadership could be translated into a threat to Rome's leadership as well. 
Jesus believed that he represented God and had authority from above. 
This could be represented as possessing a claim to independent authority, 
a risk to all current socio-political structures and a potential source of 
public instability. This is what the priest's question sought to determine. 
But Jesus’ reply responds to this messianic query and yet does even 
more. It represents a severe assault on the sensibilities of the Jewish lead- 
ers at two levels. First, the reply speaks of an exalted Jesus who sees him- 
self as too close to God in the leadership's view. Second, he makes claims. 
аз a ruler or judge who one day will render a verdict and/or experience a 
vindication against the very leadership that sees itself as appointed by 
God. In the first element of Jesus’ affirmation, the leadership sees а danger- 
‘ous claim to independent authority that they can take to Rome. In both 
aspects of Jesus’ reply there is, in their view, cause for sceing the highest 
of religious offenses possible, namely, blasphemy. The high priest's rip- 
ping of his garments says as much (Num. 14.6; Judg. 11.35; 2 Sam. 1.11; 
1 Mace. 2.14; y. Mo 'ed Katan 3.83b [= Neusner 3.7]; b. Sanh. 60a). What. 
started out as an investigation about Messiah becomes more than that 
because of the way Psalm 110.1 and Daniel 7.13 are woven together. This 
does not mean that the messianic charge is wrong or even that it is ‘cor- 
rected’. It means that Jesus defines who the Messiah is in terms of the 
totality of the authority he possesses. This figure is so close to God that he 
possesses authority even over the nation's highest religious authorities. 
That is Jesus’ claim. It parallels the claim he made earlier in the parable, 
‘except that now God's vindication is to be carried out by and/or on behalf 
of the very person they are trying to condemn. Jesus claims total inde- 
pendence from the authorities of the day. He can be taken to Pilate, 
This point has a corollary for those who try to argue that Mark's con- 
cem is strictly pastoral and not historical. In this narrative theological 
view, Jesus is a model in how to face charges of blasphemy for the carly 
church that is facing similar charges.» Mark's pastoral lesson is that in 
suffering as Jesus did, they follow his way and example. The point is true 
‘enough about Mark's goal, but in separating history and pastoral theology 
the significance of the uniqueness of Jesus” reply about himself is under- 
stated. Jesus is an example in how he faces the charge, but the reply he 








23. Helen К. Bond, Caiaphas: Friend of Rome and Judge of Jesus? (Louisville: 
Westminster/John Knox Press, 2004), pp. 106-107 
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gives is unique to him and is not in its content an example to be followed. 
In fact, the reply explains the unique vindication Jesus receives at God's. 
right hand. Now the question begs, if Jesus is only an example in how he 
faces the charge of blasphemy and the scene is Mark's or the early church's 
creation, why have an exemplary reply that does not help Mark’s members 
with how they should reply? The difference suggests that both teaching 
Jesus’ example and making a point about the historical Christology that 
lies at the core of the tension are addressed. 

In sum, this event has a stronger claim to authenticity than suggestions 
that Mark or the early church created the scene. With some form of a 
regal claim for divine vindication into heaven, Jesus ironically supplies 
the testimony that led to his being taken on to Pilate so that Rome could 
now make the decisive judgment. 


Summary 


Now we can pull all the strands of background and text together. The 
charge that Jesus was a “blasphemer’ fts very well into the historical back- 
ground in which it appears in the biblical materials. Here Jesus’ claims of 
exaltation ran headlong into Jewish views of the unique glory of God and 
resulted in the leadership concluding, because of their rejection of his 
claims, that he had blasphemed. 

In sum, Jesus’ reply is what leads to his conviction on a blasphemy 
charge. This reply had socio-political elements in it, as well as a religious 
dimension that constituted blasphemy. None of the objections tothe his- 
toricity ofthis scene have persuasive substance. Though one cannot prove 
absolutely that the dialogue goes back to Jesus and the high priest, the 
evidence makes it likely that the Marcan summary is reflective of what 
took place or is a reasonable representation of the fundamental conflict of 
views. It has great historical plausibility with the background that would 
apply to such a scene. Moreover, the scene possesses clear indications that 
make it more likely that it goes back to the trial scene and not to Mark. 

Jesus’ blasphemy operated at two levels. 

(1) There was a claim to possess comprehensive authority from God, 
something his earlier claims to forgive sins also affirmed. Though Judaism 
might contemplate such a comprehensively authoritative position for a 
few, this teacher from Galilee was not among the luminaries for whom 
such a role might be considered. As a result, his remark would have been 
seen as а self-claim that was an affront to God. To claim to be able to share 
God's glory in a Jewish context would mean pointing to an exalted status 
that is even more than a prophet or any typical view of the Jewish 
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Messiah. That is how the Jewish leadership would have seen the claim. 
What Jesus’ statement means is that he saw his mission in terms of messi- 
anic kingdom work that also involved his inseparable association and 
intimacy with God. His coming vindication by God would indicate all of 
this. Psalm 110.1 and Daniel 7.13-14 taken together explain it. Jesus was 
Christ, Son of the Blessed One, and Son of Man in one package and the 
right hand of God awaited him after his unjust death. That coming vindi- 
cation and the position it reveals him to possess at God's right hand helps 
all to see and the church to explain who Jesus was and is. 

(2) Jesus also attacked the leadership, by implicitly claiming to be their 
future judge and/or by claiming a vindication by God for the leadership's 
anticipated act. This would be scen by the Jewish leadership as a violation 
of Exodus 22.27, where God's leaders are not to be cursed. A claim that 
their authority was non-existent and that they would be accounted among 
the wicked is a total rejection of their authority. To the leadership, this 
was an affront to God as they were, in their own view, God's established 
chosen leadership. 

Jesus’ claim to possess comprehensive independent authority would 
serve as the basis of taking Jesus before Rome on a socio-political charge, 
as well as constituting a religious offence of blasphemy that would be seen 
as worthy of the pursuit of the death penalty. In the leadership's view, the 
socio-political threat to the stability ofthe Jewish people is an underlying 
reason why this claim had to be dealt with so comprehensively. Jesus’ 
reply, in his own view, simply grew out of the implications of who he saw 
himself to be. 

‘The scene as a summary of trial events has a strong claim to authen- 
ticity, a stronger claim to it than to the alternative that the scene was 
created by Mark or by the early church. This means that this examination 
is a соге event for understanding the historical Jesus. The charge of Jesus 
аз a "blasphemer' is one of the most significant charges his opponents 
ever leveled at him. It is a hub from which one can work to some degree 
backwards into the significance of his earthly ministry or forwards into 
how these events were the catalyst for the more developed expressions and 
explanations of who Jesus was. 

‘The conflict between Jesus and the Jewish leadership two millennia ago 
was grounded in fundamentally different perceptions of who he was and 
the authority he possessed for what he was doing. Either he was a blas- 
phemer or the agent of God destined for a unique exaltation/vindication. 
Either he was a deceiver of the people or the Son of the Blessed One, The 
claims Jesus apparently made were so significant and the following he 
gathered was so great that a judgement about him could not be avoided. 
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This essay bas tried to understand bow those who examined Jesus saw his 
claims in light of their legal-theological categories. A study of Jewish 
views of blasphemy and exaltation illumines the ways in which the Jewish 
leadership perceived Jesus’ claims. They saw in Jesus’ claim of exaltation 
ап affront to God's unique honour and to their position as representatives 
of God's people. Jesus saw in his anticipated exaltation a vindication of 
his calling, ministry and claims, so that one day he would be seen by all 
as Son of Man seated at God's right hand. In other words, the ancient 
sources and their cultural scripts reveal how blasphemy and exaltation 
clashed during this examination in ways that changed the course of 
history. What this essay has argued is that the historical case for the ulti- 
mate clash between Jesus and his opponents rotating around the charge of 
blasphemy is strong and historically quite credible. 


JESUS AS FALSE PROPHET 


James F. McGrath 


Introduction 


The present study will differ from many others in the present volume by 
virtue of the fact that, whereas we have explicit accusations of Jesus having 
been demon-possessed, a blasphemer, or a glutton and drunkard within the 
Gospels, we do not have а similarly explicit accusation of Jesus having 
been a false propbet.! It may, of course, be implicit at certain points, and 
‘most previous studies of this topic have concluded that this is indeed the 
case; But in addition to attempting to ascertain whether such accusations 
are implicit їп the Gospel tradition, it is also important to ask why they do 
not feature as prominently and/or explicitly as others do. One possible 
answer to this question has to do with the tendency in the developing 
trajectories of early Christianity to downplay the understanding of Jesus 
аз prophet as at best inadequate, and to focus more on other themes and 
titles, such as Messiah and Son of God. This being the case, it is not sur- 
prising that there is little direct focus on the accusation that Jesus was а 
false prophet in the New Testament — after all, what point was there for 
‘opponents of the early Christians to contest claims that the Christians them- 
selves were not emphasizing? Yet although Christians came to prefer other 


1. Graham Stanton, ‘Jesus of Nazareth: A Magician and a False Prophet Who 
Deceived God's People?" in Jesus and Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2004), pp. 127-61 (bere 146). An earlier version of his study was published in 
Jesus of Nazareth: Lord and Christ (eû. Joel B. Green and Max Tumer; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1994), pp. 164-80. 

2. Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth’, pp. 127-61. 

3. CE N.T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 
1996), pp. 162-71. The tendency to downplay prophetic aspects of Jesus" words and 
actions may have been a response to the many other prophetic figures who appeared in 
the decades after him, who may have been felt to discredit the whole category. On the 
points of contrast sce William К. Herzog, Prophet and Teacher (Louisville: Westmin- 
ster/John Knox, 2005), pp. 106-108. 
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perspectives on Jesus, the traditions they passed on were still in many 
cases shaped by precisely the view of Jesus as prophet. Nevertheless, 
those who sought to counter early Christian preaching in later decades 
and even centuries tended to focus their attention on claims Christians 
continued not only to make but to emphasize. And so it із that in later 
literature we encounter polemical inversions of the virgin birth, that he 
bore the divine Name, and that he was himself divine. 

‘The tendency to speak less and less of Jesus as ‘prophet’ within Chri 
tian circles was by no means universal, however. The later Jewish Christian 
Pseudo-Clementine literature still considered prophet a key Christological 
term, as does the special material in Luke's Gospel.* Was it in response to 
such views that the theme of Jesus as false prophet became part of the 
Rabbinic corpus? The specific features of the relevant Rabbinic passages 
suggest the primary concern may well have lain elsewhere. The focus in 
the texts in question is on the basis in Deuteronomy 13 for a formal charge 
against and the legal condemnation of Jesus. In the period in which the 
Rabbinic literature was produced, Christianity had come to a position of 
dominance, and the accusation that the Jewish leaders had falsely accused 
‘and unjustly condemned Jesus was a common one. Although the Rabbinic 
literature may have been drawing on earlier accusations, its reason for 
doing so seems to be the more specific desire to present a legitimate basis 
for Jesus’ execution according to Jewish law, as a response to Christian 
polemics.’ Whether this concern was already present in New Testament 
times or even earlier remains to be seen.“ 

Within Luke's Gospel, at one point doubt is expressed by a Pharisee as 
to whether Jesus is a prophet (7.39). But is doubting whether someone is a 
prophet the same as claiming that the person in question is a false prophet? 
‘This would seem to depend on whether or not the person in question was 
claiming to be a prophet. Indeed, many accusations (such as being in 
cahoots with Beelzebub) may, in fact, be at least in part accusations that 
Jesus was a false prophet, if he was in fact claiming to speak for God." 





4. Cf. Lk 7.16, 39-50; 13.33; 24.19; Acts 3.22. See also Mt. 21.11, 46. 

5. Cf. Stanton, “Jesus of Nazareth’, p. 129. 

6. Scot McKnight finds evidence of precisely these concems in several NT 
passages. See his ‘Calling Jesus Mamzer’, JSH 1 (2003), pp. 73-103 (here 75-76). 
‘On the problems with using Rabbinic sources for historical research about Jesus sec 
Robert E. Van Voorst, Jesus Outside the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
2000), pp. 104-106. 

7. Cf, Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth’, р. 129 on the close connection. 
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And so, whereas other studies of this subject have often taken the approach 
of searching for implicit accusations that Jesus was a false prophet, the 
approach taken here will be to establish the probability that Jesus was not 
only viewed in prophetic terms by some of his contemporaries, but also 
spoke or acted so as to give this impression. It will then be possible to 
evaluate on that basis the relevance of a wide range of traditions which 
тау (at least in part) have been responses to Jesus’ prophetic claims. 


Prophecy in the Time of Jesus 


It bas often been maintained that many or all of Jesus’ contemporaries 
‘would have dismissed a priori any claim that he was a prophet, because 
they believed that prophecy had ceased. One source usually dated с. 300 
CE, namely Tosephta Sotah 13.2, claims that after the last of the canonical 
prophets died, the Holy Spirit ceased to be active in Israel, This statement. 
is qualified by an acknowledgment that revelation could still be received 
via a heavenly voice (bat qol). It is thus important to observe that this 
statement does not suggest there was a complete disappearance either of 
revelation, or of people who claimed that God spoke to or through them. 
On the contrary, if anything this Rabbinic source confirms that such 
claims continued to be made. What is being asserted here is rather that 
any such ongoing revelation differed in kind from that received by the 
canonical prophets, and thus must be judged against the standard of Scrip- 
ture. If anything, therefore, such affirmations seem to be responses pre- 
cisely to ongoing claims to revelation and something akin to prophetic 
‘experiences. The relevance of such late texts for our understanding of 
views in the time of Jesus is of course far from clear, but it is worth men- 
tioning them nonetheless, precisely because of their use to suggest а wide- 
spread consensus that prophecy had ceased, and as we have just seen, this 
passage does not support such a conclusion. 

Although 1 Maccabees seems to presuppose that prophecy is not a cur- 
rent reality, this is not necessarily implied in the relevant passages (1 Macc. 
44546; 14.41), and the author at the very least expects a time to come 





8. Fora survey of recent scholarship that also raises important methodological 
and terminological points, see Markus Ohler, "Jesus as Prophet: Remarks on 
Terminology’, in Jesus, Mark and Q (ed. Michael Labahn and Andreas Schmidt; 
Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), pp. 125-42. On Josephus’ view of Jesus in relation. 
to this topic see especially Geza Vermes, Jesus in his Jewish Context (Minneapolis: 
Fortress Press, 2003), pp. 91-98. 
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when prophets will be found once more. | Maccabees 14.41 may perhaps 
even hint that there continued to be some who claimed prophetic inspira- 
tion, since it specifies that it is not a prophet per se but a trustworthy one 
that is being awaited. Furthermore, many even among those who believed 
prophecy had ceased may have been willing to espouse that a future 
‘eschatological ‘prophet like Moses’ would appear, as predicted in Deuter- 
onomy.’ For them, perhaps, a claim to be a prophet would have had 
eschatological implications, and not merely revelatory ones. Josephus, 
however, with his claims to prophetic inspiration both for himself and for 
John Hyrcanus, provides evidence that not everyone treated prophecy as a 
thing of the distant past. Josephus also refers to individuals he deems 
false prophets (War 2.259-62; Antiquities 20. 169-71), but itis their claims 
and the ends that they meet that place them in this category, rather than 
any presupposition on his part that prophetic inspiration no longer existed 
in this period in history." 

In short, there is no reason to think that most people in Jesus’ time 
‘would have regarded a claim to bear from and speak for God as by defini- 
tion suspect, based on a belief that prophecy had ceased. Some may 


9. Richard A. Horsley and John S. Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs (San 
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985), pp. 148-49, 160, angue that there is litle evidence 
‘of living tradition of expectation that such a figure would come; here, however, we. 
arc simply suggesting that the possibility of such a figure, made on the basis of the 
relevant texts, would not necessarily have seemed out of the question. At any nie, 
absence of evidence for this expectation is not evidence of its absence. 

10. Rebecca Gray, Prophetic Figures in Late Second Temple Jewish Palestine: The 
Evidence from Josephus (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), pp. 7-34. 

11. In Against Apion 1.41, Josephus seems to make a similar distinction to the Rab- 
‘binic sources, in setting арал Scriptural prophecy from later examples, without deny- 
ing the reality of the latter. Cf. Louis Н. Feldman, ‘Prophets and Prophecy in Josephus’ 
in Prophets, Prophecy, and Prophetic Texts in Second Temple Judaism (ed. Michael 
Н. Floyd and Robert D. Haak; New York: T&T Clark, 2006) p. 222. On tbe broader 
topic of social memory and the way Jesus may have been recalled in a prophetic mold, 
see Richard A. Horsey, “A Prophet Like Moses and Elijah: Popular Memory and 
Cultural Patterns in Mark in Performing the Gospel: Oraliy, Memory, and Mark (ed. 
Richard A. Horsley, Jonathan A. Draper, and John Miles Foley; Minneapolis: Fortress 
Press, 2006), pp. 166-90; also John P. Meier, “From Elijah-like Prophet to Royal 
Davidic Messiah’ in Jesus: A Colloquium in the Holy Land (ed. Doris Donnelly; New 
‘York: Continuum, 2001), pp. 45-83. 

12. On this topic sce further John R. Levison, 'Philo's Personal Experience and the 
Persistence of Prophecy’ in Prophets, Prophecy, and Prophetic Texts in Second Temple 
Judaism (ed. Michael Н. Floyd and Robert D. Haak; New York: T&T Clark, 2006), 
рр. 194-209; Horsley and Hanson, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, p. 151; Moma 
Hooker, The Signs of a Prophet (Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1997), pp. 6-7. 
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have held this view, but most of our evidence points to a belief that inspi- 
ration (even if of a sort that somehow differed from that of the canonical 
prophets) was an ongoing reality, or at the very least something with the 
potential to reappear. But what did being a prophet imply to those living 
in Jesus' historical and social context? Although we hesitate to generalize 
in the way Joachim Jeremias did (on the basis of Strack-Billerbeck) that 
"To possess the Spirit of God was to be a prophet’, nevertheless it does 
seem that there is significant agreement among our sources that posses- 
sion of (or by) the Spirit led to someone being understood in prophetic 
terms — leaving as the real question whether one was a true prophet or a 
false one, which might be phrased in other words as the question of by what 
sort of spirit one was possessed." This may be one reason why Josephus 
describes those be views as false prophets as being in the category of 
gots, which has the broader sense of “charlatan” but more strictly means a 
sorcerer.” One potential characteristic was that of odd behavior. That the. 
effects of prophetic inspiration or possession by God could resemble 
the characteristics of insanity can be seen in the fact that the same verb, 
cxistemi, is used in reference to both.” The labelling of Jesus as demon- 
possessed and ‘out of his mind” may well relate to this." In a sense, one 
might be able to say that there were three options with regard to such 
individuals, comparable tothe three options regarding Jesus made famous 
by C.S. Lewis: Either an individual was possessed (by some other spiri), 
a pretender, or a prophet possessed by God's Spirit." It should be added 
that, in the first century as apparently throughout Israel's history, prophecy 
was something people sometimes did, without this necessarily indicating 
that the person in question was a prophet in the sense of baving this as a 
defined role, vocation or profession. And thus the question of whether Jesus 
ever spoke prophetically is not exactly the same question as whether he 


13. Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology 1. The Proclamation of Jesus 
(London: SCM, 1971), p. 78. Sce also Morton Smith, Jesus the Magician (Berkeley: 
Seastone, 1998), p. 104. 

14. СГ Eric Eve, The Jewish Context of Jesus" Miracles (ISNTS, 231; Sheffield 
‘Academic Press, 2002), p. 298. 

15. Se the specific references collected in James D.G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), pp. 95-96 n. 233. 

16. Note the similar views of other prophetic figures recorded by Josephus (War 
(6300309; Ам. 10114-19), and the discussion in Gray, Prophetic Figures, p. 30. 

17. Sec, eg. CS. Lewis, Mere Christianity (Fontana: Glasgow, 1955), p. 52. From 
the famous ‘trilemma’ (liar, lunatic or Lord) is usually omitted а fourth category, 
"legend', which is an important one to include when dealing with ancient sources 
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was recognized as someone with what we might call a ‘prophetic voca- 
tion’, Nevertheless, when there were accusations of false prophecy, these 
had to do with specific predictions or other claims that prophets made, and 
thus false prophecy could likewise be something someone did, apart бот 
the question of whether the person in question was (as it were, by profes- 
sion) a false prophet. Indeed, it might be possible to go so far as to say 
that, in the time of Jesus, the vocation of prophet (in the sense of someone 
who did nothing but prophesy, e.g., as advisor to the king) was largely 
unknown, and that those cases we have of prophetic claims are claims to 
predict the future or to speak with divine authority, rather than to occupy 
а particular social position or function. 


Jesus as Prophet 
Since the key issue in this period was prophetic speech and actions, rather 
than a particular social role, we need not spend much time debating the 
issue of whether Jesus understood himself in prophetic terms. If even а few 
of the predictions attributed to him in the Gospels are authentic, then we 
have evidence that Jesus prophesied — whether truly or falsely.” Although 
there is significant debate about a number of these sayings, there are 
‘enough instances of Jesus speaking in a prophetic manner found through- 
‘out the tradition that it appears all but certain that he understood himself 
at times to be prophesying. Yet although there are many sayings and 
actions of Jesus that can be interpreted in prophetic terms, there is only 
‘one saying with multiple independent attestation in which Jesus appears 


18. It is worth mentioning explicitly that the question of Jesus as prophet did not 
automatically exclude the application to him of other perspectives or titles. In other 
words, Jesus could be viewed in prophetic terms and yet also as king, as political 
leader, as priest - as one who occupied perhaps any sort of societal role, or indeed no 
specific one at all. For one individual who (according to Josephus) occupied such 
multiple roles, see the discussion in Robert L. Webb, John the Baprizer and Prophet. 
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991), pp. 317-18. 

19. The relevant passages include: the prediction of Jerusalem's destruction (with 
or without mention of subsequent rebuilding); the prediction that they will not see 
him again until they say ‘Blessed is be who comes in the name of the Lord the 
prediction that the son of man must suffer (hree times in Mark and John), assuming. 
this was not in йв original form a general statement about human suffering; the predic- 
tion that the son of man will come оп a heavenly throne; the prediction that Peter will 
deny him; the prediction that he will be betrayed. Others (such as the reference to a 
vision of Satan falling like lightning from heaven, if understood to be a vision ofan 
event still to occur) might be added to the list. 
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to refer to himself as a prophet, namely the famous saying that ‘a prophet 
is not without honor except in his home country" Is this an authentic 
saying of Jesus, and is it indicative of a prophetic self-understanding on 
his part? Ifthe two-line version in Thomas is a secondary reworking of 
the saying based on Luke's narrative, then it may have litle or no value 
as far as discussions of the historical Jesus are concerned, and multiple 
attestation between the remaining sources may be enough to settle the 
matter. On the other hand, scholars who believe the Thomas version can 
make a serious claim to representing the original form tend to also con- 
clude that Jesus was speaking proverbially and metaphorically about his 
activity (since Jesus is not known for having claimed to be a ‘doctor’, in 
which case the saying may not provide evidence that Jesus had a prophetic 
self-understanding. Although we cannot discuss this topic fully here, the 
arguments for the originality of the Thomas version have been adequately 
presented elsewhere." Among the relevant evidence is the fact that Mark, 
after including the saying about a prophet being without honour, goes on 
to talk about Jesus” activity (or relative lack thereof) with respect to heal- 
ing Also noteworthy is that John, immediately after his use of the say- 
ing, employs the verb dechomai the verb from which the adjective dektos 
(found in the Oxyrhynchus Greek fragment of Thomas) is derived. There 
is also the additional ‘physician’ proverb given by Luke in this context. 
Unless one posits that Thomas intersects with Mark, Luke and John 
through sheer coincidence, one would have to suppose cither that the 
author of Thomas knows all of the canonical Gospels and here is care- 
fully working into his second line allusions to the narrative context in 
which each of them employed the saying, or that a saying like the one in 
‘Thomas, with both its parts, was in the mind of each of the canonical 
authors who quotes the first half thereof. A strong case thus can be made 
for the originality of the version found in Thomas. This does not, 


20, Versions are found in Mk 6.4; Mt. 13.57; Lk. 423-24; Jn 4.44 (see also Jn 
1.11); Thom. 31 

21. This was argued already by Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic 
Tradition (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), pp. 31.32, building on бе crir insights 
of Emil Wendling. Sec also the additional arguments provided by John Dominic 
Crossan, In Fragments (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1983), pp. 283-84. 

22. Robert W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, et al, The Five Gospels (New York: Pole- 
bridge, 1993), p. 491. 

23. adds to the argument for authenticity that the assumption underpinning the 
second half of this proverb is precisely what we find in carly layers of the tradition of 
Jesus’ healing activities, namely that he was unable to perform many healings in those 
places where be was well known. Later authors who made use of such stories found 
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however, indicate that Jesus is simply quoting proverbial sayings. The 
Aramaic word for ‘doctor’ is "asyan, and it also means healer Ifthe say- 
ing goes back to Jesus, therefore, it need not be taken as speaking merely 
proverbially about ‘doctors’, but may have used not one but two designa- 
tions that seem appropriate for him in light of our sources. The possibility 
that he was quoting an already known proverb remains, but given the refer- 
ence to two categories into which Jesus seems to have been placed by his 
contemporaries, it seems unlikely that the proverb or proverbs, if these 
existed, were quoted without any thought to the question of Jesus’ iden- 
tity and activity. In short, a good case can be made for this saying being 
applied to Jesus by himself because it related to aspects of his activity, 
and thus quite plausibly of his self-understanding. 

‘The close connection between healings/miracles and prophecy in this 
particular strand of Gospel tradition is not surprising. In concluding his 
recent study of Jesus’ miracles in the Jewish context of his time, Eric Eve 
argues thatthe principle category into which the performance of miracles 
placed someone was prophet — whether a true or false one. Performing 
‘miracles depended on being in possession of, or possessed by, a spiritual 
power.” Especially if a person claimed not only to act but also to speak as 
а result of this, then some sort of ‘prophetic’ category was inevitably 
appropriate. In the case of most exorcists and healers, whatever their popu- 
larity, they seem to have gamered relatively little attention when com- 
pared to Jesus. A logical explanation for this fact is that Jesus’ alleged 
miraculous activity was combined with a claim to authoritative speech. It 
is only this that can account for the attention accorded to Jesus by other 
teachers and various authority figures in his time. Had he simply been a 
charismatic healer and exorcist, even one that also told interesting stories, 
he would have been relatively uncontroversial. It is only by assuming (as 
the Gospel tradition suggests) that his miracles were treated as supporting 
a claim to inspired speech, and thus to authority, that one can explain the 


this assertion of Jesus" inability uncomfortable and regularly edited ош, and this is 
‘usualy taken аз а strong argument for its authenticity. If the Thomas form is more 
‘original, then the narrative of Jesus" failure to perform many miracles/healings may 
be an expression in story form of what Mark knew as а saying of Jesus. 

24. This is the word used in Lk. 4.23 in the Syriac Peshitta. It is the word that is 
sometimes thought to have given the Essenes their name, and they are sometimes 
identified withthe group called Therapeutoi in Greek sources. Jasrow 's Aramaic dic- 
tionary gives thaumaturg (іс. miracle worker) as one of the meanings in Rabbinic 
sources. 

25. Eve, The Jewish Context of Jesus” Miracles, pp. 384-85. 
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controversies. We may thus suggest that it was not his exorcisms per se 
that were the focus of the Beelzebul controversy, but it was the message or 
teaching of this exorcist that his opponents were concerned to undermine. 

Scholars consistently emphasize that the prophets of ancient Israel 
were not merely “foretellers’ but were in the first instance ‘forth-tellers', 
or in other words, their activity did not focus primarily on predicting the 
future, but on challenging social ills in their own time. Be that as it may, 
the popular understanding of prophets as being first and foremost those 
who make predictions about the future, whether it be correct or a miscon- 
ception as far as the classical prophets of ancient Israel are concemed, 
appears to go back to the time of Jesus One weakness of some previous 
studies of whether Jesus біз into the category of a (true ог false) prophet 
is the tendency to focus on whether he fits the mould of the classical 
prophets of the Jewish Scriptures, rather than focusing on whether he 
resembles the paradigms of prophetic speech and activity prevalent in his 


‘own time.” 


Predictions about the Temple 


According to Eric Eve, one of the features that he believes distinguished 
Jesus from the ‘sign prophets’ listed and denounced as false by Josephus 
is the fact that Jesus did not predict one particular and spectacular miracle 
would soon occur to confirm his claims. On this point, the evidence from 
the Gospel tradition suggests rather than Jesus did make such a claim, 
when he predicted that the Temple would be destroyed and then rebuilt in 
three days. This prediction is attributed to Jesus throughout the Gospel 
tradition (in some instances as a genuine saying of Jesus, in others as 
something of which he is falsely accused), and it was certainly a key point 
cof controversy between early Christians and their detractors. Its inclusion 
їп so many early Christian Gospels, and the effort invested in reinterpret- 
ing it and otherwise neutralizing its apparent status as a false prophecy 


26, This is noted, e.g., by George J. Brooke in his study “Prophecy and Prophets in 
the Dead Sea Scrolls’ in Prophets, Prophecy, and Prophetic Texts in Second Temple 
Judaism (ed. Michael H. Floyd and Robert D. Haak; New York: T&T Clark, 2006), 
p.155. 

21. As noted by Gray, Prophetic Figures, р. 3. The study of Morton Smith, Jesus 
the Magician, pp. 41, 48-49, 210-29, is particularly susceptible to criticism on this 
point. His focus on Jesus’ failure to preface his words with "Thus says the Lord’ would 
appear to apply to ай prophetic figures in this period. 

28. Eve, The Jewish Context of Jesus” Miracles, p. 385. 
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uttered by Jesus, suggests it was widely known beyond Christian circles 
and was cited there as a motive for doubting or denying Jesus’ prophetic 
ability. 

This may scem somewhat ironic, given that the simpler prediction that 
the Temple would be destroyed seems like a good candidate for an accu- 
rate prediction about the future made by Jesus. In the case of the saying 
about the Temple's destruction and rebuilding, however, it was the speci- 
fic time frame specified, as well as the apparent audacity of the claim 
spoken in the first-person (even though this presumably represented an 
instance of Jesus speaking prophetically with the divine voice), that caused. 
itto become a focus of controversy It is in connection with this saying that 
the wider issue of Jesus’ prophetic ability takes on particular prominence 
in the passion narrative in the Synoptic tradition. In Mark 14.65, closely 
following a charge relating to the saying about destroying and rebuilding 
the Temple, Jesus is mocked by guards who explicitly demand that he 
prophesy. The saying about his accusers seeing the son of man seated at 
the right hand of Power is also a prediction and ties into this same theme. 
Whatever one may think of the historical value of the depiction of the 
trial in Mark's Gospel, it is still noteworthy that be regards the focus of 
the trial as relating to Jesus" prophetic ability. In a similar way, the per- 
ception that Jesus is claiming to be a prophet or have a prophetic ability 
lies behind the motif of requests for a sign. 

How certain can we be that Jesus said something about the Temple 
being destroyed and rebuilt?" Although the evidence from the Gospels is 
from decades later, and for the most part reflects knowledge of the events 
‘of 70 CE, there is reason to think that this saying about the Temple was not 
only known, but had been reinterpreted along the fines found in Mark and 
John, as early as the time of Paul." Paul twice uses wording and imagery 











-12; Mt. 162-4; Lk. 11.16, 29-30; Jn 2.18; 6.30. Sec also Scot 
McKnight, "Calling Jesus Mamzer’, рр. 75-76. 

30. The question is raised within the Gospel tradition itself: even though Matthew 
states that two witnesses were found who heard Jesus say something about the destruc- 
tion and rebuilding of the Temple, Mark suggests there were problems with their 
testimony (Mk 14.57-59; Mt. 26.60-61). 

31. One of the very few studies to discuss the Pauline evidence in relation to the 
transmission of the Jesus tradition is J.P. М. Sweet, “A House Not Made With Hands" 
in Templum Amicitae (ed. William Horbury; ISNTS, 48; Sheffield: ISOT Press, 
1991), pp. 368-90. See also Frances Young and David F. Ford, Meaning and Truth in 
2 Corinthians (London: SPCK, 1987), pp. 132-33; Kåre Sigvald Fuglseth, Johannine 
‘Sectarianism in Perspective (SupNovT, 119; Leiden: E-J. Brill, 2005), p. 174. 
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that is closely related to this part of the Gospel tradition. In 2 Corinthians 
5.1, Paul speaks of a tent or tabernacle being pulled down, and the exis- 
тепсе of a house not made with hands, in both cases using precisely the 
same word as is found in Mark 14.58. And in 1 Corinthians 3.17, Paul 
writes that if anyone destroys the temple of God, God will destroy that 
person. tis thus Paul, our earliest Christian author, who provides our ear- 
liest witness to this tradition. The most obvious connections one sees at 
first glance are of course between Paul's statements and the specifically 
Marcan form of the saying, with its reference to another dwelling not 
made with hands. However, we will have difficulty making sense of what 
Paul wrote in relation to the Gospel tradition unless we also bring the 
evidence from John into the picture. For it certainly seems highly unlikely 
that Paul could have known the saying in the form in which it is found in 
the Synoptics and Thomas, with the first person ‘I’ on the lips of Jesus, and 
still have claimed that God would destroy the one who destroys God's 
temple. Likewise, given his positive use of the image of one tent that will 
be taken down and another not made by hands that will replace it, it seems 
clear that Paul did not simply regard the saying as inauthentic, as Mark 
‘would have had his readers believe. 

How is one to account for these elements of the Pauline knowledge and 
use of this tradition? The most satisfactory explanation is that Paul was 
familiar with a transformation ofthe saying along the same lines as would 
much later find its way into the Gospel of John, in which the saying was 
applied to death and resurrection, and where the agency for the destruc- 
tion of the body-temple is attributed to others rather than Jesus himself." 
The evidence from Paul's correspondence with the Corinthians therefore 
strongly suggests that а form of this saying resembling both the Marcan 
and the Johannine variants was produced sometime before Paul wrote 
these letters. It nonetheless continues to remain most probable that ће form 
in which the saying is found in John is a secondary transformation of a say- 
ing of Jesus, applied with hindsight (as the Fourth Gospel itself suggests) 
to the death and resurrection of Jesus. Yet the evidence from Paul suggests 
that this transformation took place not decades later at the time the Fourth 
Gospel was written, but very early, sometime before Paul wrote his letters 
to the church in Corinth.” At any rate, Paul provides us with our earliest 


32. C.H. Dodd has observed that the saying in its Johannine form can be under- 
stood as an idiomatic conditional, and thus particularly close in meaning to the Paul- 
ine form. See Dodd, The Interpretation ofthe Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1953), p. 302 n. 1. 

33. The Pauline evidence thus indicates that some elements of the Johannine 
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evidence for the Temple saying we have been discussing, and also bears 
witness to the ways in which it was transformed and reinterpreted, thus. 
allowing us to date the debates over the saying to a still earlier period. 
On the other hand, even relatively late sources that show signs of depen- 
dence on the canonical Gospels may at times contain pieces of information 
that are of some independent historical value. There is an intriguing refer- 
‘ence in the Gospel of Peter to Jesus’ original followers having been in 
hiding because it was suspected that they might set fire to the Temple. 
Given that there is no obvious reason that a Christian author would invent 
such an accusation, and that the creation of it by Christians after they had 
been accused of setting fire to Rome in Nero's time seems absolutely 
‘unthinkable, it is best taken as a genuine piece of historical data that made 
it down to the time of the author of the Gospel of Peter, whether orally or 
in some writing that is no longer extant. It indicates that Jesus’ prediction 
‘was a key issue with regard to how he was viewed by his contemporaries, 
so much so that the Jewish authorities feared that his disciples might try 
to bring about the fulfillment of his prophecy themselves. 
Nevertheless, as in the sayings attributed to Jesus in the Gospels pre- 
ing the full dawn of the kingdom within the lifetime of Jesus’ hearers, 
the sceming failure to materialize of any literal fulfillment of these 
predictions was less than decisive with regard to Jesus’ status as prophet. 
For those familiar with other examples of prophetic literature, this will not. 
be surprising. Prophetic speech, while rarely as vague as Woody Allen's 
famous parody ("Two nations will go to war, but only one will win’), usu- 
ally allowed for the possibility either of reinterpretation ог of projection 
further into the future, so that the problem of apparent lack of fulfillment 





Gospel are indeed carly, but we are reminded in the process that an early date alone is 
insufficient basis for assessing а tradition’s historical value. John, at any rate, does 
not only tell us about two levels, that of the historical Jesus and that of the Christian 
community in the 80s or 90s, but also about stages in between. Space prohibits us 
from exploring here the possible evidence from the book of Revelation that the form 
in Thomas may also be early. On this see further Gilles Quispel, ‘The Gospel of 
Thomas and the Trial of Jesus’ in Text and Testimony (ed. T. Baarda et al; Kampen: 
J.H. Kok, 1988), pp. 197-99, although Quispel does not make a convincing case for 
the originality of the form in Thomas. Indeed, the evidence from Revelation could 
equally be taken to show knowledge of something like the Johannine form of the 
saying, with its identification of Jesus as the Temple, just as in Revelation the Lamb 
is the Temple. Nevertheless, the anti-sacrificial attitude of Jewish Christianity sug- 
gests that Thomas too is a strong contender for representing an early, widely known 
form of the saying. 

34. Woody Allen, Without Feathers (New York: Random House, 1972) p. 13. 
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was mitigated.” Clearly this was true even in the case of an apparently 
specific prophecy, with a specific timeline, such as the one we have been 
considering here. 

In the end, therefore, accusations of being a false prophet were unlikely 
to be effective ways of countering claims by or about someone who was 
perceived by his followers to be a true prophet. After all, by the rigid 
standards proposed in Deuteronomy, the canonical prophet Jonah might 
be deemed a false prophet, since his prediction that Ninevah would be 
destroyed in forty days failed to come truc in the specified time frame. In 
actual fact, however, prophecy appears never to have been viewed in such 
inflexible terms. If fulfillment of a prediction of judgment did not materi- 
alize, it was at least as likely that an explanation would be offered in terms 
of God relenting as in terms of the prophet being mistaken, and the book 
of Jonah once again provides an example of this. Also particularly note- 
worthy is Josephus’ statement that the Essenes” predictions were rarely 
wrong, suggesting that it was overall accuracy rather than ‘inerrancy’ that 
was the standard expected from prophets, even those of the highest 
calibre.» The Dead Sea Scrolls, as well as the New Testament writings 
themselves, attest to a widespread awareness that prophecies were things 
that not only could but ought to be reinterpreted and reapplied, adapted 
not only to lack of fulfillment on a literal level, but also to changing needs 
and circumstances. The classic example within the biblical tradition itself 
‘was the reinterpretation of Jeremiah’s seventy years of exile in the book 
of Daniel as seventy weeks of years.” The focus оп the temple saying in 
the Gospel tradition shows precisely the process we have been discussing: 
the potential of this saying to be understood as an inaccurate prediction 
spurred the various adaptations and explanations found in the Gospels. 
Nevertheless, after the destruction of the Temple in the year 70, Jesus’ 
predictions would have borne a close enough resemblance to what actu- 
ally happened to be evaluated as a true prediction — and any details that 
did not correspond could be reinterpreted, in keeping with the process of 
interpretation and reinterpretation of this and other sayings that appears to 
be datable back to at least the time of Paul.” 


35. On cognitive dissonance see further Robert Р. Carroll, When Prophecy Failed 
(New York: Seabury, 1979). 

36, Josephus, War 2.159. 

37. Jer. 25.11; 29.10; Dan. 912,24. 

Эв. On the advantage of hindsight in interpreting omens see Josephus, War 6.291- 
96; Hanson and Horsley, Bandits, Prophets, and Messiahs, pp. 181-82. 
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‘The shortest and simplest (and most likely original) form of the saying 
is preserved on the lips of opponents of Jesus in the Gospels (Mk 15.29). 
‘This may reflect a historical reality: it seems likely that whereas the Chris- 
tian community either denied that Jesus said such a thing, or (more com- 
monly) radically rewrote and reinterpreted the saying, it was the opponents 
of the early Christian movement who kept alive the memory that Jesus had 
uttered this particular saying in its earliest and most difficult form. And 
so, on the one hand, the false prophecy accusation served (as did other 
accusations and questions by outsiders) to stimulate development in the 
early Christian tradition, and may through the process of reinterpretation 
have contributed to the formation of important ideas such as Jesus’ body, 
and the Christian community as a whole, as God's Temple.” On the other 
hand, the fact that there were other voices recalling the words of Jesus, 
including some inconvenient ones, suggests that historical Jesus research 
must take seriously as a control on development and alteration of Jesus" 
teaching not only the presence of eyewitnesses (some of whom must have 
been involved in the reinterpretation of the sayings they remembered, 
given the early date at which this process of reworking and transforming 
‘appears to have begun), but also the presence of opposing voices who 
refused to let the followers of Jesus forget that he had said things that, 
from their point of view, seriously discredited the claims Christians were 
making about him.* 


Conclusion. 


Let us conclude this chapter by asking directly the question that has been 
in view throughout this article: What can opponents" labelling of Jesus as 


39. Sce further my book John's Apologetic Christology (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2001) pp. 34-43, for a discussion of how controversy spurs and 
contributes to the process of doctrinal development. 

40. Itis to the credit of authors such as Keith Ward (What the Bible Really Teaches 
[New York: Crossroad, 2005], pp. 42-65) and Ulrich Luz (with Axel Michaels, 
Encountering Jesus and Buddha (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006], pp. 45-46) that 
they seek to take seriously, and reflect on the theological implications of, sayings such 
аз these. We may briefly mention bere two theological implications of this saying of 
the historical Jesus. First, this saying pushes us to move away from the Apollonarian 
tendencies in much popular Christology. Second, it perhaps suggests that (once again 
in contrast with many streams of contemporary Christianity) what the biblical tradition 
suggests is most valuable in God's eyes is not accurate knowledge, but our attitude 
and in particular our desire to see God's kingdom replace the injustice of the world 
we live in. 
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“false prophet’ tell us about the historical figure of Jesus? Because of the 
lateness of sources that use the explicit label, we are in fact forced to 
work in the opposite direction — from our information about Jesus’ own 
explicit and implicit claims, to implied (and at times hypothetical) reac- 
tions and responses of his contemporaries. Nevertheless, what informa- 
tion we have and what we can reasonably surmise is not insignificant. 
That it was possible to make the accusation that he was a false prophet at 
all is in itself noteworthy: the predictions that Jesus made were apparently 
not of such a public and overwhelming character, and/or were not con- 
sistently fulfilled in such a precise and obvious way, that it was impos- 
sible to dispute his prophetic ability. Although we have seen that mere 
fulfillment of a prediction was not the only issue, some fulfillment at least 
some of the time was presumably essential, and we must posit that there 
must have been at least some predictive sayings of Jesus that were widely 
viewed as true prophecies for him to obtain this reputation at all. There 
are, of course, stories told in the Gospels in which Jesus did make specific 
predictions — such as that someone that he was asked to heal but was not 
present would get better = but we are also told of other instances in which 
he could not accomplish miracles. This problem plagues the evaluation of 
faith healers in our own time as well: anecdotal evidence is severely 
problematic, since some people who are prayed for or upon whom hands 
are laid do indeed get better, while others do not, and demonstrating a 
causal connection is impossible. For the most part, however, ancient 
polemicists did not engage in the types of arguments used by modern-day 
sceptics, who appeal to the possibility of scientific explanation or outright 
deception. In general, ancient authors tend to grant that something we 
would call supernatural may be involved, but attribute the source of the 
power involved to a diabolical rather than a divine source. And so itis 
that other accusations that appear both in the New Testament and in later 
sources - of demon possession, sorcery, and so on — are intrinsically con- 
nected to the question of Jesus” prophetic status, his claims (and claims 
made about him by his followers) that he spoke for God and that his 
miracles confirmed or at least lent plausibility to these claims. And so we 
have found another reason that the accusation that Jesus was a ‘false 
prophet’ may not have been a central focus in the New Testament: not 
that the prophetic claims made by or about Jesus were not contested, but 
that they were contested indirectly, by disputing the source of his powers 
rather than his powers per se. 

‘The ‘false prophet’ accusations (both explicit and implicit) suggest that 
apologists looking for persuasive arguments will find their claims about 
Jesus’ prophetic abilities met with scepticism — if it was possible to doubt 
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these claims during the lifetime of Jesus and/or not long thereafter, on 
what basis could we possibly hope to offer greater certainty in our time, 
from our much further removed standpoint in history? From a historian’s 
perspective, however, our study suggests a far more positive conclusion: 
that debate between Christians and those outside the Christian community 
about things Jesus was recalled to have said continued in the decades that 
intervened between Easter and the writing of the Gospels, and that this 
‘ongoing conversation helped keep alive the memory of things Jesus said 
and did (as well as leading to its reinterpretation, presumably by both 
parties). The accusations against Jesus thus are extremely valuable for the 
historical study of Jesus, as well as having provided a dynamic driving 
force behind the development of Christian literature and theology. 


Jesus AS KING OF THE JEWS 


Lynn Н. Cobick 


Introduction. 


"What Ihave written, I have written’, Pilate is said to have declared when 
challenged about his charge against Jesus. Scholars debate whether Pilate 
spoke as much, but few doubt that he installed (or had installed) the 
charge ‘King of the Jews” upon Jesus’ cross at his death. What would have 
given rise to this charge: what words and acts by Jesus, what claims by 
followers and dissenters, what broader political tensions and postures might 
have created this ‘perfect storm’ which ultimately ed to Jesus’ crucifixion 
under the banner of "King of the Jews"? 

Historical Jesus studies are known for their vastly different portrayals 
of Jesus, due in no small measure to the sources chosen, the various meth- 
ods used and the philosophical underpinnings governing assessments of 
history itself. As Richard Bauckham observes, ‘All history — meaning all 
that historians write, all historiography — is an inextricable combination of 
fact and interpretation, the empirically observable and the intuited or con- 
‘structed meaning’.' This concem is particularly acute when determining 
how (or whether) to appropriate the canonical gospels and what facts 
historical research can yield about Jesus" life. James Dunn's comment 
reflects the researcher's dilemma: ‘the “historical Jesus" is not the man 
‘who walked the tracks and hills of Galilee; “the historical Jesus” is what 
‘we know about that Jesus, what we can reconstruct of that Jesus by his- 
torical means’. Aware of the common complaint that a reconstruction of 
Jesus’ life often reflects more closely the researcher's own convictions, 
nevertheless, careful use of historical research tools helps mitigate against. 
an idiosyncratic Jesus. 


1. Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness 
Testimony (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2006), p. 3. 

2. James D.G. Dunn, A New Perspective on Jesus (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Aca- 
demic, 2005), pp. 28-29. 
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In discussing the historical Jesus, I locate myself within the Third Quest. 
This group, though quite diverse, shares certain assumptions including the 
Jewishness of Jesus. This group also attempts to separate the historical 
Jesus from theological and narrative constructions of his life. As such, the 
canonical gospels are read with attention to historian’s concerns rather 
than theological (or Christological) questions. For some, the gospels have 
almost no useful information on the historical Jesus, for the gospel writers 
have overlaid the historical Jesus with confessional claims almost impos- 

ible to scrape off. Others, and I place myself here, look with more gener- 
ойу at the material, finding useful existential facts which can then be 
explained in a coherent narrative. 

Methodology takes centre stage in historical Jesus studies, for good 
reason: the goal of historical Jesus studies is to present a credible picture. 
of the first-century CE man named Jesus, quite apart from reliance upon 
theological assessments of his person, work or message. One method 
thought to accomplish this goal was the criterion of dissimilarity, wherein 
a saying of Jesus was judged authentic if it was dissimilar both to its Jew- 
ish context and to the later early Christian context. Results failed to pro- 
duce a credible picture, however, and ironically actually reinforced a 
theological Jesus who stood above history rather than within it 

Excessive reliance upon the criterion of dissimilarity falls under its 
own presumptuous weight. The alleged great divide between Jesus and 
his early followers represents a theological or ideological conviction that 
strains the credulity of historical criticism. As Sanders notes that while it 
is possible that Jesus taught one thing, and was killed for something else, 
and his followers believed yet a different thing about him, thus eliminat- 
ing any connection between Jesus’ life, death and subsequent Christian 
movement, this analysis, in the end ‘is not satisfying historically’ 

Used sparingly and with great care, however, the criterion of dissimi- 
larity when used in relation to Early Judaism and the later church is use- 
ful.’ An excellent case in point is the titulus “King of the Jews’ found on 





3. EP. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985), p. 22. 

4. N.T. Wright, notes that used effectively the criterion can locate Jesus ‘firmly 
within Judaism, though looking at the reasons why be, and then his followers, were 
rejected by the Jewish authorities’, Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, p. 86. 

5. James Н. Charlesworth, argues ‘the two most important criteria for authenticity 
ме the criterion of dissimilarity to the Christology and theology of the members of 
the Palestinian Jesus movement and the criterion of embarrassment to his followers’. 
Не advocates that a tradition should be considered authentic until data suggests other- 
wise. Jesus Two Thousand Years Later (ed. James Н. Charlesworth and Walter P. 
Weaver; Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2000), pp. 101-102. 
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Jesus’ cross. This title was not exploited in a confessional sense by early 
Christians, making it less likely that the title was manufactured by the gos- 
pel writers. Again, modifying the criterion’s parameters opens new uses 
for the tool. N.T. Wright advocates the criterion of double similarity and 
dissimilarity, wherein the historicity of an event in Jesus’ life is judged 
both by its similarity to Early Judaism and its (sometimes subversive) 
distinctiveness to the same, as well as its connectedness to, but not strict 
reproduction in, early Christianity. 

Rather than focus solely on the criterion of dissimilarity, scholars in the 
Third Quest tend to use the criterion of plausibility in examining traditions 
about Jesus.’ Of first importance, Jesus’ Jewish context is paramount, and 
his words and deeds must fit plausibly within his first-century Roman Pal- 
estine context - its social, political, religious and cultural milieu. А related 
‘concern which is not shared equally by all who find a home in the Third 
‘Quest is the plausible connection between Jesus and the early church. I 
find myself resonating with Sanders’ sentiment noted above, that а more 
satisfying history does not detach the life of Jesus’ followers after his 
death from their life with him during his ministry. I am more sympathetic 
oa view which holds that the disciples were more likely to continue tradi- 
tions learned from Jesus, rather than create brand new positions about his 
person and actions.” 


6. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, p. 132. 

7. Fora summary and critique of criteria see Gerd Theissen and Dagmar Winter, 
The Ques for the Plausible Jesus: The Question of Criteria (rans. M. Eugene Boring, 
Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 2002), See also Craig Evans, Fabricating Jesus: 
How Modern Scholars Distort the Gospels (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 
2006), pp. 46-51. 

В. Jesus! Jewish context, however, has been used to create vastly different pictures 
ofthe historical Jesus, due in part both to our limited knowledge of Early Judaism and 
its variety. For example, Paula Fredriksen contends that it was ‘not [author's italics] 
his teaching as such, nor his arguments with other Jews on the meaning of Sabbath, 
Temple, purity, or some other aspect of Torah, that led directly to Jesus! execution as 
King ofthe Jews’, Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth King ofthe Jews (New York: Alfred 
A. Knopf, 1999), p. 266, while Sanders concludes, “A man who spoke ofa kingdom, 
spoke against the temple, and had a following was one marked for execution... Jesus 
and his followers thought of there being a kingdom in which Jesus was the leader, 
and he was executed as "king of the Jews”, Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, p. 295. 

9. Dunn, A New Perspective on Jesus, p. 30 writes, ‘And as we can tell the shape 
of the seal from the impression it makes on the page, so we can tell the shape of 
Jesus’ mission from the indelible impression he left on the lives of his first disciples 
as attested by the teaching and memories of Jesus that they were already formulating 
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The Third Quest takes seriously the Jewish context of Jesus’ life and 
death. Exploring that context often involves using tools from the social 
sciences. In our particular case, we will take advantage of research done 
оп colonial experiences, given that Jesus’ immediate context was Jewish 
life lived under Roman occupation. I will not be reading the gospels from 
a post-colonial perspective, as valuable as that reading can be in answering 
certain questions. But because we want to develop a picture ofthe histori- 
cal Jesus, we will concentrate primarily on interaction between colonial 
powers and leaders of the dominated group.” Two areas need our atten- 
tion: (1) collaboration and its ramifications," and (2) the political chal- 
lenges of the disenfranchized as seen by both the oppressors and their 
collaborators." Specifically, we must explore the relationship between the 
chief priests and Pilate as it plays out in Jesus’ death sentence, and as they 
both reacted to Jesus’ words and acts in the final week of his life. This 
focus becomes especially acute as most scholars recognize the intense 
political nature of Jesus’ ministry. 

Supporting my research is a philosophical conviction variously dubbed 
critical realism or practical realism." This position presents the medium 
between modernist confidence in objective science and the post-modern- 
ist's confidence in subjectivity, both of which are in a sense absolutist. 


during their initial discipleship’. See also Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, р. 90; 
Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, pp. 57-58; Howard Clark Kee, ‘Christology in Mark's 
Gospel’, pp. 187-208 in Judaisms and their Messiaks at the Turn ofthe Christian Era. 
(ed. Jacob Neusner, William S. Green and Ernest S. Frerichs; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Pres, 1987). 

10, Warren Carter, The Roman Empire and the New Testament: An Essential Guide 
(Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006). 

11. Richard A. Horsley, Jesus and Empire (Minneapolis: Fortress Press), pp. 60-62. 

12. Carter, Roman Empire and the New Testament, p. 11, notes that ‘elites legiti- 
mated and expressed their domination with an ideology or set of convictions. They 
asserted it was the will of the gods... They claimed socal hierarchy and exploitation 
were simply the way things were. 

13, Wright, р. 35, explains critical realism as ‘a way of describing the process of 
“knowing” that acknowledges the reality of the thing known, as something other than 
the knower (hence "realism"), while also fully acknowledging that the only access we 
have to this reality lies along the spiraling path of appropriate dialogue or conver- 
sation between the knower and the thing known (hence "critical" [author's italics]. 
N.T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 
1992), p.35 
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Practical realism allows that an object or thing exists both in an exter- 
nal sense and within a knower's mind. Language is a suitable vehicle to 
express facts or information about that object without conflating the 
object with the subject. 


Titulus: Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews 


Beginning with the titulus keeps our focus on the task at hand: examining 
Jesus’ opponents’ views which gave rise to the charge. One might com- 
plain that a more secure departure would be gained by beginning with 
‘Jesus’ triumphal entry or Temple cleansing. Yet in the end, these apparent 
discrete facts are not understandable apart from their narrative form. So 
too the titulus gains its meaning within its first-century CE Roman Pales- 
tine context, A picture emerges of the full impact of the charge by exam- 
ining events and actions of the recent past from both Roman and Jewish 
history, as well as noting connections with what developed after Jesus’ 
death. From this larger narrative we gain insight into the possible histori- 
‘cal meanings attached to the title, King of the Jews. We cannot rule out 
irony, misdirection and politicking on Pilate's part with Jesus as а pawn 
ina larger game. Attention to political tensions rooted in the Roman occu- 
pation of the Jewish homeland can shed light on the various meanings this 
title generated in its various viewers. 

Why would Pilate conclude that Jesus required crucifixion under the 
title ‘King of the Jews"? Was his appraisal shared? These questions tanta- 
lize, enticing the reader into the story of Jesus’ last week. And yet perhaps. 
by starting at the beginning of that fateful week, we grab the wrong end 
of the stick. I propose to begin with the titulus and investigate what sort 
of person one would expect to find hanging beneath it. By recovering 
evidence from Pilate's time, we can create a general profile which pro- 
vides a template for comparison with evidence from Jesus’ life. The differ- 
ences which emerge between our imagined picture of a crucified Jewish 
king and the one presented by the facts surrounding the historical Jesus 
lead to a few conclusions. First, we must consider Jesus’ words, actions 
(and ambitions, where discernable) with an eye toward a political reading 
of those events. Second, we must be open to the possibility of irony behind 
Pilate’s title. Third, we must include the decisive role played by the chief 
priests in any interpretation of the titulus. In assessing each data piece and 
player, I suggest that Jesus" title as King of the Jews is understandable in 
relation to his words and deeds if the title's irony is appreciated and 
Pilate's interplay with the chief priests is adequately accounted for. 

In our recreated sketch of a crucified "King of the Jews’, we would find 
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the man hanging beneath" the charge first of all to have led a military 
excursion against Rome. A king needs followers, a military horde to lead, 
а plot of land to defend and a group to represent. A king is more than a 
mere leader, be is an implicit owner of the kingdom and its people, and 
requires supreme allegiance. The king of the Jews hanging on the cross 
would have battle scars and fresh wounds from his recent defeat, and 
probably a insolent glint in his eye. His defiance would be part bravado, 
because to the end he must show himself a fearless king to his soldiers 
dying with him on their own stakes. 

This king of the Jews would also lay claim to royal blood in his veins, 
though to which royal family he belonged might be an open question, 
Perhaps this king claimed Hasmonean blood, thereby recalling the halcyon 
days! one hundred years earlier when Jews were free to govern them- 
selves. Or perhaps our king located himself in Herod the Great's line. 
After all, both Alexander Jannaeus and Herod were called King of the 
Jews. Finally, the man dying on the cross would have claimed a strong 
Jewish heritage, an identity with ancient Israel and its descendents, 

My fictional king is based on examples presented by Josephus. These 
descriptions serve as helpful illustrations of what political opposition to 
Rome looked like in first century CE Palestine. Richard Horsley notes that 
at the time of Herod the Great and Jesus, Galilee and Judea were boiling 
over with insurrectionists and anti-Roman sentiment. ‘For just at the time 
of Herod and Jesus, several significant movements emerged among the 
Judean and Galilean people that were headed by figures acclaimed by 
their followers as kings or by figures who promised to reenact the deliver- 
ance of Israel from foreign rule in Egypt." In Antiquities 18.10.5-7, 
Josephus develops in detail the destructive deeds of three pretender kings: 
Judas, son of Ezekias, Simon, Herod's slave, and Athronges. According 
to Josephus’ description, each man was tall and strong, cach attacked both 
Jews and Romans and each had royal ambitions. These warrior-kings led 
а multitude of men on their rampages, often targeting royal palaces or 
squaring off directly with the Roman military. 

‘Studying Josephus’ description, several interesting points rise to the 
surface. First, the would-be kings were physically stronger than their 


14, I recognize that we do not know where the ааз was placed, so I am drawing. 
on typical portrayals of its position relative to the crucified body. 

15. That those times were anything but peaceful is not the point. Memory has a 
way of erasing the unpleasant and magnifying the good. 

16. Richard Horsley, "Messiah, Magi, and Model Imperial King', in Christmas 
Unwrapped: Consumerism, Christ, and Culture (d. Richard Horsley and James Tracy, 
Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press Intemational, 2001), pp. 139-61 (141) 
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peers. Itis, in part, upon this characteristic that their authority rests. Their 
lack of fear and their ruthlessness — killing both Jew and Roman, intensified 
the perception of their power. Reading between the lines, in his condemna- 
tion of these men Josephus reveals what he considers valid authority fora 
king: proper heritage, significant wealth, and skill in warfare. Second, 
Josephus highlights that these men chose political targets, including 
palaces and Roman military sites. Clearly these fighters were agitated by 
Roman occupation and political collusion by Jewish leaders. Third, each 
man is identified as having royal aspirations. Both Simon and Athronges. 
claimed the title king and placed on their heads a diadem. For these men 
and their followers, the title king implied a military opposition to Rome 
and its collaborators. 

‘Along with the illegitimate kings described disparagingly by Josephus, 
‘we also read of true kings such as Herod the Great, and earlier, Alexander 
Jannacus. The Hasmoncan and Herodian families continued to be the 
power brokers in Pilate’s day. Herod's son, Herod Antipas, perhaps longed 
for such a ttle.” His marriage to Herodias, a member of the Hasmonean 
family, might have been an attempt to further such a goal. Moreover, 
Josephus reveals that Antipas had armour for 70,000 men, a suspiciously 
large number for a tetrarch of Galilee (Ant. 18.7.2)" Luke's gospel sug- 
gests that Herod Antipas was in Jerusalem for the Passover (Lk. 23.6-7). 
Josephus describes him as following Jewish traditions" and attending 
feasts (Ant. 18.5.3), so it is plausible that he was in Jerusalem at the time.” 
Ifso, I wonder if Pilate was thinking of Antipas’ unfulfilled aspirations 
and his father’s now divided kingdom when he condemned Jesus as “King 
of the Jews’. Was Pilate subtly mocking Antipas, declaring any hope of 
kingship а богот one? 





17, Crossan, makes the interesting suggestion that with the rebuilding of Sepphoris 
and the construction of Tiberias completed about 20 CE, the peasants in the area were 
further burdened with taxes. ‘New cites. re not good news for the local peasantry, 
at least notas a whole — especially where, in ancient law, the land belongs to God! 
J.D. Crossan, Who Killed Jesus (New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996), р. 42. See 
also Horsley, Jesus and Empire, pp. 37-39. 

18, Josephus’ insistence that Antipas was content to live quietly as Tetrarch of 
Galilee, and was driven to pursue kingship by his wife, sounds like special pleading, 
and follows Josephus’ patter of blaming royal women for their men's downfall. 

19, Josephus, Ат. 18 37E also notes that Antipas’ building projects were conten- 
tious = he built Tiberius on a cemetery, offending Jewish sensibilities concerning 
cleanness, and he decorated the palace there with animal illustrations, a violation of 
the commandment against images. 

20. If one concludes he was not in Jerusalem, my argument is not weakened sub- 
stantially. Antipas would leam soon enough about the charge on the cross. 
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We know that after Pilate's procurator-ship, both Antipas’ and his 
brother-in-law, Agrippa's, fortunes change. According to Josephus, 
Herodias goaded her husband into applying for the title king after her 
brother received the same from the new Emperor, Gaius Caligula. Antipas’ 
request is denied after Agrippa accused him before Gaius of sedition. 
‘Antipas was exiled to Lyons, Gaul, but Herodias was offered freedom 
based on her brother's good standing. She declined, and lost her property. 
Josephus concludes that Herodias received fair punishment for envying 
her brother's good fortune, and Herod Antipas got his just desserts for lis- 
tening to his wife's vainglorious pestering. The scandal surrounding the 
title king, though occurring directly after Pilate left office, presents intrigu- 
ing possibilities. Might Pilate have mockingly compared Jesus to Herod 
the Great, with his vast lands, magnificent buildings, and military skill? 
Could he as well have been ridiculing Antipas, who had but а fraction of 
that land, only one great city to his name (Tiberius on Lake Galilee) and 
armour without the men to wear it? 

In sum, we can conclude a few solid facts from Josephus’ evidence 
about the tumultuous first-century CE Roman Palestine. Pilate entered a 
world where Jewish prophets and wanna-be kings whipped up public 
support, only to be brutally crushed by Rome. The crowds followed men 
who were strong, tall, brave and brash — who looked the part of a warrior. 
‘Those who gained the support of the masses promised freedom from 
Roman rule and set about destroying and stealing the wealth accumulated 
by those who sided with Roman occupation. At least some Jews looked 
eagerly fora king to lead them out from under Roman oppression. In this 
time of heightened intensity, not a few men chose to wear a diadem, if 
only for a short time before meeting their death at Rome's band. 

When we turn to the few secure pieces of evidence we can gamer from 
the historical Jesus’ life, we search in vain for any insurrectionist call to 
arms against Rome. We discover that Jesus? teaching and healing in Gali- 
1ее was confined primarily to Israel and, I would add, understood in light 
of Israel's scriptures. So far in the investigation, Jesus shares more simi- 
larities with John the Baptist than those insurrectionist kings in Josephus 
who are burning down palaces and threatening Roman soldiers. Surely 
Pilate knew of John the Baptist, and Herod Antipas’ dispatch of the same. 
‘A closer look at this story is needed to detect possible connections to 
Jesus’ fate. 

According to Josephus (Ant. 18.5.4), John the Baptist had great influ- 
ence among the Jewish people because he taught them to be virtuous to 
cach other and pious before God. Herod Antipas feared John's growing 
influence, and chose to nip in the bud any potential insurrection. So John 
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was arrested and taken to Macherus, a fortress built by the Hasmoneans 
and improved by Herod the Great, who built a palace on this Transjordan 
site. There John was executed. In Josephus’ telling, the content of John's 
message did not alarm Herod Antipas, but rather John's prominent public 
persona. Thus Herod’s move to execute John was preemptive, a precau- 
tion against any political aspirations that might tempt John to rebel against 
Herod and Rome. With his increasing popularity, John was a rising threat 
to Herod’s power. 

Most scholars agree that only Rome had the power to execute by cruci- 
fixion, and so John’s beheading by Antipas reflects the option available to 
the latter in terms of capital punishment. But Pilate's choice of crucifixion 
suggests two significant differences between the condemned men. As far 
as we know, John the Baptist did not publicly denounce the Temple or 
make any direct symbolic acts within its environs. Moreover, he did not 
act symbolically as Israel's prophesied king in the manner of Jesus’ tri- 
‘umphal entry into Jerusalem suggests." By acting as he did, Jesus invited 
the critique of the Jewish leadership in Jerusalem; their active participa- 
tion in his ultimate downfall is a crucial piece of the puzzle that is Jesus" 
death as King of the Jews.” Understanding the implications of the titulus. 
requires that we broaden our search to examine two key events in the 
week preceding Jesus’ crucifixion: the triumphal entry and the Temple 
cleansing. 


Triumphal Entry 

According to the canonical gospels, Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem for what 
will end up being the last week before his crucifixion is met with great 
celebration and shouts, ‘Hosanna to the son of David’ (Mt. 21.9) and 
‘Blessed is the King who comes in the name of the Lord" (Lk. 19.38) and 
"Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord, even the King of Israel" 
(Ja 12.13). The language asserting Jesus as King is prominent, and the 
connection with David's lineage suggests that the crowd identified Jesus 


21. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, p. 235, notes that Jesus ‘deliberately demonstrated, 
‘by riding on an ass, that the claim to a special role in God's kingdom was being made 
by one who was “meck and lowly”. See also Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, 
р.521. 

22. Sanders Jesus and Judaism, p. 289, concludes that the priestly aristocracy were 
the ‘prime movers behind Jesus” execution’, and as ‘intermediaries between the Jewish 
‘People and the Romans...they were thus in a position to represent him to the Romans 
as dangerous’, p. 290. Scc also Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, pp. 549-50. 
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as Messiah, or at least as the messenger of God's Kingdom. The label 
Messiah means God's anointed, and because kings were anointed by God, 
it was natural for some Jews to speak of the Messiah as the King of Israel. 
The pilgrims’ words reflect hope that God would bring in his just king- 
dom and rule over Israel. Clearly these exclamations carry political over- 
tones; the crowd is implicitly condemning Roman rule and by implication 
the collaboration of the chief priests. 

Jesus’ ride into Jerusalem, however, has been challenged as a creation 
ofthe early Church, for some doubt that Jesus would imitate deliberately a 
messianic prophecy from Zechariah. Yet most of the other Jewish prophets 
noted by Josephus (and killed by the Romans) had drawn upon Israel's 
scriptures to explain their actions.” It seems more likely that Jesus encour- 
aged such demonstrations based on his own estimate of his ministry and 
person. John J. Collins contends that this event is the only one in Jesus’ 
life which fits the scriptural paradigm of Messiah. And because no other 
ancient work connects Zechariah 9.9 with messianic prophecy, it seems 
less likely that the early Christians created the event. Jesus was an eschato- 
logical prophet who in ‘the manner of his entry into Jerusalem appears to 
be an enactment of the coming of the Davidic messiah’ 

Collins, however, does not go far enough with his insight. I would argue 
that the temple action (misleadingly referred to аз the cleansing) which 
happens later in that week (sce below) also symbolizes a reference to 
Messiab/king.* Many Jews pinned their hopes on a Messiah who would 
renew God’s covenant, banish the unrighteous, and rebuild the glory of 
Israel. They might point to scriptures,” as did those at Qumran, or they 


23, Josephus, War 2261-62 and Ат. 20.169-70 speaks of an Egyptian ‘false 
prophet’ who gathered a following at the Mount of Olives and promised with a word 
to fell the walls of Jerusalem, much as did Joshua in Israel's history. 

24, John J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: the Messiahs ofthe Dead Sea Scroll 
and other Ancient Literature (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1995), p. 206. Collins 
suggests that with this event Jesus shows himself unique, but we should not be sur- 
prised that someone who had such an impact in history likely stood out in his own 
time. 

25. E.P. Sanders grounds his discussion of Jesus with the latter's activity at the 
Temple, which Senders interprets as symbolic destruction, Jesus and Judaism, 
pp: 61-70. 

26. For example, the Targum on Isa. 53.5 reads, “He [the Messiah] shall build the 
sanctuary that was polluted because of our transgressions and given up because of our 
iniquities'. The substitution of “build the sanctuary that was polluted’ for ‘pierced! 
wounded" suggests a tight connection made by at least some Jews of the Messiah's 
role vis-à-vis the Temple 
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might look to the examples of David and Solomon, who planned and built 
the Temple. More recent examples of Jewish kings include Judas Macca- 
beus’ restoration of the temple in 164 ВСЕ and Herod the Great's current 
extensive building project. Jesus’ actions in the temple fit expectations 
that the Messiah/king of Israel would restore or renew (perhaps rebuild) 
the temple. If, as it seems likely, Jesus taught that he had a role to play in 
God's Kingdom to come (even as he promised the disciples they would 
play a part), then it is natural that he or his disciples viewed him as king 
ог God's ‘viceroy’. A king in their eyes is God's anointed one, the 
Messiah. 

The crowds’ language adds a further dimension to our exploration of 
Pilate's ‘King of the Jews’ phrase by introducing concepts taken from 
Israel's scripture and tradition. Certainly the widespread messianic hope 
among Jews of a Jewish leader sent by God to free Israel from her oppres- 
sors kept Pilate awake at night. Ош brief look at Josephus’ description of 
some such figures indicates that Rome was continually on watch for such 
‘radicals’ and quickly snuffed out kingdom aspirations. Is Pilate reacting 
to this appellation with his title ‘King of the Jews"? And why was Jesus 
‘not arrested at this time? Why was not the crowd dispersed or killed? We 
know that Pilate could put down any uprising with speed and brutality. 
Did he see Jesus’ actions as a threat? 

Itis generally accepted that Pilate did not view Jesus as a direct imme- 
diate threat to overthrow Jerusalem or Judea. Rome's delay in arresting 
Jesus might have been a calculated risk that the event would fizzle into 
yesterday's news.” Jesus’ action in the temple stoked the fire, and Rome 
gave him another hard look. Moreover, because Pilate and Caiaphas 
worked hand in glove in other operations to maintain the status quo in 
Jerusalem, perhaps emissaries for both parties worked behind the scenes, 
juggling for the best position publicly and all the while keeping up the 
pretense of autonomy. When an agreement over procedure was reached, 
the temple guards and some of Pilate’s own men were sent to seize Jesus 
quietly, away from the crowds. 


27. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, p. 308. 

28. E.P. Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus (London: Penguin Books, 1993), 
p. 254, postulates that Jesus purposefully enacted the Zech. 9.9 prophecy, declaring 
himself a king. 

29. Sanders, The Historical Figure of Jesus, p. 254, suggests that Jesus’ demon- 
stration was likely “quite modest: be performed a symbolic gesture of insiders’ and 
thus avoided arrest. Paula Fredriksen agrees, Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews 
(New York Alfred A. Knopf, 1999), p. 242. 
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This conclusion leads to speculation about the crowd size and nature of 
the event. Many rightly advocate that the crowd size was large enough to 
be noticed, but small enough to warrant a wait-and-see posture. Could 
Jesus’ death, like John the Baptist's, be associated with his popularity 
among the crowds?" It is so difficult to determine what number would 
create a tipping point. The overall impression provided by the canonical 
gospels is of crowds composed of his followers from Galilee and Judea 
aware of (though perbaps misunderstanding) Jesus’ teachings and mira- 
cles." Jesus apparently exited and entered Jerusalem several more times 
without crowds praising him, suggesting that the event involved symbol- 
ism related to Israel's scriptures understood by his disciples, but perhaps 
restricted only to them or including a small circle outside that group." 

Jesus’ manner of execution, then, fits the category of propaganda. Cru- 
cifixion as a crime deterrent was common within the Roman provinces. In 
the generation after Jesus, Titus’ army would crucify Jews caught in the 
cross hairs of the Roman army's siege of Jerusalem. Josephus laments 
that crosses were placed in view of the city walls to ‘induce the Jews to 
surrender in order to avoid the same fate. The soldiers themselves through 
rage and bitterness nailed up their victims in various attitudes as a grim 
Joke until, owing to the vast numbers there was no room for crosses, and 
по crosses for the bodies’ (War 5.450). ‘Crucifixion broadcast Rome's 
zero-tolerance policy toward a perceived threat of sediti 





30, Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth, p. 247 declares, ‘Jesus, the focus of this popular 
conviction, had in essence lost control of his audience’. She adds, p. 245, Jesus" 
authoritative proclamation of the Kingdom's immediately imminent arrival triggered 
for those pilgrims relatively new to his mission the conviction that, were the King- 
dom on its way, Jesus himself would be its leader’ 

31. ‘Crowd’ ш the Gospels is a complex category involving various social strata in 
different gospel scenes, but we are unable to explore is variations bere. Mark describes 
them as hoi polo, the common folk who made up the vast majority of the Jewish 
population (Mk 11.8). Luke declares that they were disciples (19.37). Matthew writes 
that all of Jerusalem is astir about the identity of tis man; the crowds identify him as 
“Jesus, the prophet from Nazareth in Galilee’ (21.11). John implies they were Judean 
pilgrims who knew Jesus mainly from the time be raised Lazarus (12.17-18). 

32. Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth p. 150. 

33. Fredriksen, Jesus of Nazareth, p. 150. 
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Temple Cleansing and Jesus’ Messianic Role 


Thus while the Triumphal Entry likely put Jesus on the ‘to be watched" 
list, it hardly justified immediate death in and of itself, from Pilate’s per- 
spective. I suggest it took the added weight of Jesus’ temple action (and the 
‘subsequent decisions by the Sanhedrin) to tip the balance against Jesus." 
Inthe temple, Jesus overturns tables and drives ош sellers of sacrificial ani- 
mals - why? This event raises numerous questions for historians, though 
few doubt its historicity. Traditional interpretations suggested that Jesus 
was upset at the commercialization of the temple, and was therefore clean- 
sing it from its contamination of mammon. Rightly, however, that view 
has come under fire. Instead, Jesus’ actions are seen in light of his eschato- 
logical promises of a renewed temple made by Сой or the destruction of 
the current Temple due to its oppressive system” or as judgement by God." 

Criticism that God would soon destroy the temple (likely by the 
Romans) puts Jesus on a collision course with both the chief priests and 
Pilate, for different reasons. The chief priests need the authority of the 
Temple to uphold their own power. They rely on the economic benefits 
accrued to them by the smooth functioning of the temple, and their wealth 
forms a substantial base for their authority over the Jewish temple stat. 
Pilate cannot afford any destabilizing of the Jewish status quo. He takes 
his cue from the Jewish leaders ~ if they are nervous, be is as well. Dunn 
concludes ‘most likely it was because Jesus was seen as a threat. до the. 
power brokers within Israel's social-religious-political system, [sic] that 
they decided to move decisively against him’ 


34. Sanders, Historical Figure of Jesus, р. 288, concludes that Jesus’ words and 
actions were not merely predicting the temple's destruction, but were viewed by 
alarmed onlookers as threatening: not that Jesus and his few followers would raze it, 
but that God (less likely the Romans) would destroy it. 

35. Sanders notes in Jesus and Judaism, p. 75, Thus we conclude that Jesus 
publicly predicted or threatened the destruction of the temple...hat he probably also 
expected а new temple to be given by God from heaven, and that he made a 
demonstration which propbetically symbolized the coming event’ 

36. LD. Crossan, Jesus: A Revolutionary Biography (San Francisco: HarperSanFran- 
cisco, 1994), pp. 127-33. 

37. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God, p. 417, states that ‘when Jesus came io 
Jerusalem, be symbolically and propbetically enacted judgment upon it’. The strength 
of Wright's position, in my opinion, is its insight that Jesus critiqued the current 
Temple. 

38. 1D.G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids: Wm B. Eerdmans, 2003), 
p.736. 
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Jesus’ actions in the temple must be understood both politically and 
religiously. Horsley chastises recent scholarship that operates with the 
moder dichotomy of separation between Church and State. He reminds 
us that in the Roman world, worship of the Emperor was not merely 
window dressing, but effectively held the Empire together, ‘it integrated 
the Greck cities and, via the patronage system, their economies into the 
overall Roman imperial order centered in the emperor, the divine saviour 
of the world'.? Joel Green and John Carroll remind us that institutions 
like the Roman Empire or the Jewish Temple legitimate themselves by 
claiming divine prerogative. The socially constructed world proclaims 
that this is how it should be. From the authorities’ perspective, not only 
did Jesus trespass against conventional wisdom, he also flouted the divine. 
Jesus’ actions at the temple destabilized the status quo, even as his past 
behaviour on the Sabbath or eating with the ‘unclean’ called into question 
established social patterns, “The moral order and distribution of power 
represented by the temple was at stake in Jesus’ behaviour’ 

Many Jews at this time looked to the destruction and rebuilding of the 
‘Temple as а prime indication that God was restoring Israel.“ For example, 
E.P. Sanders cites 7 Enoch 90.28-30 as evidence among contemporary 
Jews for the Temple's destruction." Moreover, we must also not lose sight 
ofthe fact that Messiah/Christ means ‘anointed’. To hold that title directly 
challenged those who are also anointed, specifically the high priest who is 
anointed for his duties in managing the Temple. Thus when Caiaphas 
wonders if Jesus is the Messiah, he is contemplating a potential rival to 
the role of God's ‘anointed one’. 

In the end, any disruption of the temple system, any threat to its con- 
tinuation, was a challenge to the status quo. The seemingly diverse acts of 
the Temple ‘cleansing’, the trial with its charge of blasphemy, and Pilate's 
judgment of King of the Jews resolve themselves into a coherent picture 
‘when we consider the expectations and role of the Messiah in much of 
Second-Temple Judaism. Jesus’ actions (understood in light of his inter- 
pretation of Scripture) at the Triumphal Entry and in the temple suggest a 
claim to the title of Messiah (anointed onc). As Wright notes, ‘if Jesus has 


39. Horsley and Tracy, Christmas Unwrapped, p. 116. 

40, John T. Carroll and Joel B. Green, The Death of Jesus in Early Christianity 
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995), p. 178. 

41. George W.E. Nickelsburg Jewish летало between the Bible andthe Mishnah 
(Philadelphia, Fortress Press, 1981), p. 18. 

42, Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, pp. 77-90. 
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been doing and saying things against the temple, the natural implication is 
that he thinks he is the anointed one, the Messiah’. Jesus’ teachings 
about the kingdom of God were folded into a demonstration at the temple 
that the kingdom was at hand. Threats to destroy and rebuild the temple 
could not be taken lightly, especially if one insisted he was God's 
anointed sent to do во. 


Trial before the Sanhedrin 


As the canonical gospels present it, Jesus would not have been crucified 
by Rome without the chief priests” charges. Yet the trial's historicity is 
debated vehemently among scholars. Some argue Jesus was too insignifi- 
cant to warrant a meeting with the Sanhedrin, reaching this conclusion by 
isolating the event in the temple from Jesus’ ministry and from the 
crowd's attention. The argument maintains that the chief priests would 
hardly spend зо much of their time dealing with а man who makes no 
kingly or messianic claims and who tossed over a few tables in one comer 
of the colossal temple complex. Jesus is a threat neither to the Sanhedrin 
nor Rome; only a crowd's (false) opinion spiralling out of control could 
threaten him. Others believe the Sanhedrin meeting would have been 
unnecessary given (presumed) standing orders that any questionable 
trouble-maker would be summarily dispatched. Such scepticism is repre- 
sented by John Dominic Crossan, for whom the whole trial scene is 
prophecy historicized, “the Trial is, in my best judgment, based entirely 
on prophecy historicized rather than history remembered. It is not just the 
content of the trial(s) but the very fact of the trials) that I consider to be 
unhistorical" «^ 

The discussion about the Sanbedrin's involvement takes place in today’s 
post-Holocaust setting, and many scholars (rightly) resist an anti-Semitic 
reading of the gospels. For example, Crossan correctly notes that while 
Christian propaganda that condemned the Jews and exonerated the Romans 


43. Weight, Jesus and the Victory of God, p. 523. He notes that the question is not 
‘are you the second person of the Trinity’. Rather, the question reflects whether he is 
the fulfillment of 2 Samuel 7 or Psalm 2. 

44. In this Jesus differed from the Essenes who also criticized the Temple, but did 
not mount a demonstration against it. Instead, they were waiting for the messiah(s) to 
restore Israel, the sons of light. 

45. Crossan, Who Killed Jesus?, p. 117. He adds, p. 152, ‘However explicable its 
origins, defensible its invectives, and understandable its motives among Christians 
fighting for survival its repetition bas now become the longest lie, and, for our own 
integrity, we Christians must at last name it as such’. 
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жаз harmless when the Christians were a tiny minority, it turned lethal 
when they took over Rome.“ Certainly the goal of avoiding an anti- 
Semitic reading is laudable, but the historian must not ignore first-century 
realities simply because those ‘facts’ were later used in horrible ways by 
the Church against Jews. 

Working backwards from the charge of "King of the Jews’ and forward 
from Jesus’ temple action, a trial by the Sanhedrin makes a great deal of 
sense.” Caiaphas appreciated that Jesus and his motley gang could hardly 
take over the Temple, let alone Jerusalem; however, Jesus’ charismatic 
power could rouse а multitude, and that spelled trouble with Rome, Assum- 
ing that Jesus was immersed in the theological debates of his day concern- 
ing messianic hopes and claims, a meeting with Jewish leaders (variously 
portrayed by the four Gospel writers) can be accepted as reflecting a 
historical event. In other words, the ‘trial’ coheres historically with Jesus’ 
fürst-century environment and is consistent with Jesus’ teachings and 
ministry. 

Pilate was soon involved in the deliberation about Jesus. Не was 
informed by the temple leadership as to the potential dangers of Jesus" 
message and/or its reception by the Jewish crowds gathered in Jerusalem 
to celebrate Passover. The pattern probably looked something like the 
scenario recorded by Josephus concerning Jesus ben Ananias (War 6.300- 
309). In 62 CE, this Jewish prophet, drawing on images in Jeremiah, began 
predicting daily the Temple's doom. His dire warnings upset the chief 
priests, who hauled him in for questioning. Though tortured, he remained 
silent. Next he was taken to Albinus, the Roman governor, who also ques- 
tioned and tortured him. Again, he gave no defence, and Albinus tossed 
him out as a lunatic, not worthy of death. He was killed during the siege 
of Jerusalem by a rock thrown from a Roman catapult. 

А comparison of ben Ananias and Jesus is instructive. Both spoke 
prophetically against the temple. Both were interrogated and beaten by 
the chief priests, who later turned the accused over to the Roman authori- 
ties. And both were questioned and abused by the governor. The basic 
process of justice is the same: arrested and questioned by the Jewish 
authorities, and then transferred to the Roman governor for further punish- 
‘ment. Because Jesus ben Ananias had no followers, and no ministry other 


46. Crossan, Who Killed Jesus? p. 152. 

47. Using the criterion of historical coherence, Josephus" information supports the 
Gospels” record. Darrell L. Bock suggests that ‘grand jury’ might be a better term to 
use than “trial”. Bock, Jesus According to Scripture: Restoring the Portrait from the 
Gospels (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2002), p. 371. 
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than shouting lamentations throughout Jerusalem and its temple, he was 
notexecuted. Because Jesus was not leading an insurrection, his followers 
‘were spared (though some were later killed by Rome). 

‘Again, though post-dating Jesus’ time, events surrounding another 
Jewish figure illumine nicely the collaboration between governor and 
chief priests in Jesus’ own day. About a decade after Jesus" death, during 
the tenure of Cuspius Fadus (procurator-ship begun in 44 CE), a certain 
‘Theudas gathered a crowd and marched to the Jordon river, promising to 
part the waters. In ай likelihood, Theudas was reenacting the crossing of 
the Jordan done by Joshua when he entered the land to claim it for Israel. 
Fadus reacted swiftly and violently, sending his army to subdue the 
(unarmed?) multitude. They captured Theudas and cut off his head. 

Justice was swift and brutal, a characteristic of the Roman response in 
Judea. But Josephus’ silence about why Fadus would be alarmed at a multi- 
tude watching for a miracle at the Jordon invites exploration. The likely 
source for such information is the chief priests whose responsibility it was 
to control the Jewish population. Quite possibly they alerted Fadus to the 
religio-political significance to Theudas' claims. The chief priests feared a 
new ‘Joshua’ taking over the ‘promised land” and removing all pagans. 
Forewamed, Fadus quickly subdued the potential uprising. Theudas’ death 
at the hands of the Roman army instead of on a cross is probably due to 
the battle conditions under which he was captured. The Roman soldiers 
could ride back into Jerusalem displaying the successful completion of 
their mission ~ the head of the ringleader. It likely had as significant an 
impact on the public imagination as would a crucifixion. 





Pilate’s Response 

Pilate faced many challenges (some of his own making) with Jewish 
‘opposition to Rome's occupation. He learned first hand about many Jews" 
convictions about the sanctity of Jerusalem, the temple, and the money 
kept there, Events which occurred early in his tenure tainted his entire 
term. His distain for Jewish traditions is betrayed in his confrontational 
posturing and baiting of the Jewish crowds and leaders. The canonical 
gospels’ presentation of Pilate's attempt to acquit Jesus before the Jewish 
leaders is not wholly driven by a concer to condemn the latter. It reflects 
as well the leamed hesitancy governors of restless provinces showed when 
faced with potentially volatile situations. 


48. Dunn, Jesus Remembered, p. 776. He rightly concludes ‘the primary responsi- 
bility for Jesus’ execution should be firmly pinned to Pilate’s record, and the first 
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We cannot look at Pilate in isolation from his collaborators in the 
temple, but we can briefly sketch who Pilate was and how he acted based 
оп evidence from Philo, Josephus and Roman historians. From their stories 
emerge a man with a violent streak and a pugnacious personality willing 
to provoke his constituents for the sheer pleasure of watching their dis- 
comfort. He walked dangerously close to the line between taunting the 
people and driving them to riot. 

Yet he was also a man who doubted himself, and backed down when 
confronted. He got ahead of himself when be provocatively brought Roman 
army standards into Jerusalem. Their images drew outrage from the Jews, 
who promised to die rather than have such offending symbols in the holy 
city." He backed down from killing the protesters, but the sting of that 
failed showdown was partly assuaged when he again compromised the 
sacred Temple. He took korbonas (dedicated money) from it to build an 
aqueduct, and that inflamed the population. But he was ready for their mob. 
reaction, and placed ‘undercover’ soldiers among them, who on his com- 
mand began slaughtering the crowd.” Importantly, Pilate had access to 
this money only with the collaboration of the chief priests. 

Ultimately Pilate’s collaboration with the chief priests was his undoing. 
Pilate slaughtered a large group of Samaritans, apparently armed but 
claiming to be harmless." The Roman legate in Syria called for Pilate to 
give an accounting in Rome. Fortunately for Pilate, the emperor died before 
he arrived. But the event raises several questions, not the least of which is 
why Pilate was condemned ifthe Samaritans did have weapons and were 
congregating around Mount Gerizim. The answer lies within Jewish his- 
tory. The Samaritans killed were led by a prophet who claimed that he 
knew where the Temple utensils were buried. Once found, the Samaritan 
Temple would likely be rebuilt — an affront to the Temple in Jerusalem. 
Only a few generations earlier, Alexander Jannaeus destroyed the Samari- 
tan Temple, and no chief priest worth his salt would allow it to be rebuilt 
under his watch. Likely Caiaphas wamed Pilate against allowing this 
prophet to proceed, and to destroy his movement as a potential threat to 
Jerusalem. This reconstruction is supported by the fact that Caiaphas was 


hints of an anti-Jewish tendency in the Gospels on this point should be clearly recog- 
nized and disowned’, pp. 776-77. 

49. Josephus, Jewish War 2.171-74; Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 18.55-59. 
Probably also Philo, Legatio ad Gaium 301-302. 

50. War 2.175; Ant. 18.60-62. 

51. Ant. 1888-89. 
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deposed at the same time as Pilate, suggesting that Caiaphas had a hand in 
the Samaritan incident. 

This brief profile of Pilate suggests we are dealing with a man who is 
not especially clever, but, for his time, typically brutal. In this, he was not 
зо different from other procurators in Judea, and he certainly would not. 
be the worst. He was not a weak leader asking for guidance on how to run 
Judea. Nor was this a man sympathetic in any way to Judaism or Jewish 
problems. He was normally disinclined to give the Jews any favours; even. 
‘more, he seemed to take pleasure in their misfortune. Darrell Bock remarks 
that when Pilate retums after questioning Jesus, ‘one intuits that Pilate is 
having some fun with his Jewish neighbors’: But even if he was loath 
to offer favours to the Jewish elite, Matthew's gospel suggests that they 
bad a well-oiled relationship. They ‘handed over’ Jesus to Pilate, directly 
implying that his death was assured. Judas thinks so, because when he 
hears that Jesus has been given to Pilate, he knew Jesus’ fate was scaled 
(Mt. 27.1-5) and he hangs himself. 

Because the chief priests relied on the governor as the final keeper of 
the peace, it makes historical sense that they would hand over Jesus for 
punishment. Pilate's questioning of the chief priests and his taunting of the 
crowd is historically plausible if he was determined to maintain control of 
the situation. He could not risk the crowd rioting through premature con- 
‘demnation of what could be a very popular figure.” By testing tbe waters, 
he was able to discem Jesus" popularity. He would likely have known 
about the temple incident, and could only imagine the outrage any desecra- 
tion of the temple might cause. In fact, be could point to personal experi- 
ence, when he brought shields into Jerusalem, and was humiliated with a 
show of non-resistance by the populace. He would not want a repeat per- 
formance. 

‘The Pilate we know from history is not weak, nor given to offering 
favours to the priestly aristocracy. I suggest that in Jesus’ case, Pilate 
enjoys the chief priests’ dilemma: how to maintain their power and avoid 
killing a crowd favourite.» The Gospels’ portrayal of his tormenting the 
priests by repeatedly declaring Jesus’ innocence fits with what we know 
about his modus operandi. Pilate had no intention of turning Jesus loose 


52. Bock, Jesus According to Scripture, p. 532. 

53. Itis also possible that Pilate is worried about Jesus" identity as a ‘divine man’, 
Generally speaking, Romans believed that gods could appear in human form. He 
probably was aware that Jesus healed and performed other miracles. The Gospels 
indicate he was surprised at Jesus’ lack of power when he questioned him. 

4. Carter, Roman Empire and the New Testament, pp. 30-31. 
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after his informers/collaborators determined he was a threat to peace. But 
he enjoyed their squirming as he teased them with his power. He offered 
them the horrible choice of which Jew they wanted to see die. He made 
‘them complicit in Rome's crucifixion of a Jew. While they tried to toss the 
responsibility of Jesus’ death onto Pilate (and be certainly bears the blame 
as the one who ordered the death), Pilate lobs the ball back into their court. 
Не demands that they show their allegiance to Rome. The match between 
these unwilling partners ended in a draw, each achieving their immediate 
goal, but neither obtaining the upper hand. 

‘Whether Pilate would have acted against Jesus had the chief priests not 
raised the complaint is more difficult to answer." Pilate cared not at all for 
Jewish religious questions, but was consumed with concern about Jewish 
rebels. In fact, the two ‘thieves’ crucified with Jesus were not really thieves 
in our sense of the word. The Greek term carries the meaning of bandit or 
brigand — a political insurrectionist. Would Jesus’ Triumphal Entry or 
temple activity have created enough concern for Pilate to pursue Jesus 
apart from any charges leveled by the Jewish leaders? The answer depends 
in part on the size and composition of the Jewish crowd who welcomed 
him. If Pilate viewed the crowd or the followers of Jesus* as mounting an 
uprising against Roman occupation, he would likely be expected to act 
swiftly and harshly against both Jesus and his followers. That he did not 
suggests several interesting ideas. First, likely Pilate viewed the temple 
guards and high priests аз the front line of defence against riots during the 
high holy days. He would depend on them to spot the first signs of uprising, 
and he was not expecting such from Jesus. Second, the relative freedom of 
‘movement Jesus enjoyed during his three-year ministry denotes that he did 
not organize a band of Roman resisters. The ever-changing crowds who 
heard him speak or watched him heal did not coalesce into a force intent 
‘on winning Israel's freedom from Rome. Jesus remained, іп Pilates mind, 
another Jewish teacher speaking to other Jews about their God — ший news 
of his anointed status is thrown in the mix. 

So why did the chief priests not demand that Pilate also destroy Jesus" 
disciples? Is it because they were so few in number (Acts 1.15 claims 120 
followers before Pentecost) as to represent no threat at all? Yet Roman 


55. Crossan believes that Pilate would go after Jesus as a trouble maker upsetting 
the social status quo. He removes almost all religious overtones (content) from Jesus 
ministry. 

56. Fredriksen’s argument Jesus of Nazareth) hangs on the distinction between 
the crowds unaware of Jesus’ real message, and his disciples who know he is not the 
Messiah (and thus are not a threat to Rome). 
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policy did not take into account the size of the group challenging their 
authority - any opposition to Roman supremacy was punished with exces- 
sive force. Perhaps the chief priests counselled Pilate that the crowds 
would quickly forget Jesus because he was a fraud, and thus his fame 
would fade with his ignoble death.” 

Т suggest that both Pilate and the chief priests saw Jesus as a threat to 
their precariously established status quo, їп other words, as а political and 
social concern. The reality of collaboration between the ‘religious’ elite 
running the temple, and the Roman elite ruling the province is often under 
appreciated. Categories of wealth and commitment to the current state of 
affairs often trump religious and ethnic differences, and pursuit of power 
makes strange bedfellows. The charge “King of the Jews’ by which Jesus 
was crucified reveals a complex relationship between the Roman and 
Jewish ruling classes which sought to maintain the state's stability (and 
their power) by removing a potential threat to their hegemony. Josephus 
paints a picture of social tension at the time of Pilate, ‘the multitude con- 
tended with the nobility, and both sent ambassadors [to Rome); for the men 
of power were desirous that their form of government might be changed 
into that of a Roman province; as were the multitude desirous to be under. 
Kings, as their fathers had been’ (Ant. 18.3.5). Into this hostile setting rides 
Jesus, proclaimed and mocked as a king. 


Pilate: A King Maker? 


‘The charge ‘King of the Jews’, is formally placed on Jesus’ cross.*Identi- 
fying a criminal’s offence at the place of execution was not unknown in 
the Roman period. Twice Suetonius mentions criminals whose crimes are 
announced on placards. For example, a slave accused of stealing a strip of 
silver from a couch has his hands cut off and hung about his neck, and a 
placard listing the reason for his punishment precedes his parade among 
the banquet guests.” John states that the notice was written in three 


57, Yet frustratingly for the temple elite, Jesus" followers hailed him as Messiah. 

58. The Gospel of Peter, which describes the Jewish elite as directly responsible 
for Jesus” death, identifies Jesus on the cross as ‘King of Israel". Mk 15.26 declares 
Jesus is ‘the King of the Jews’. Mt. 27.37 reads “This is Jesus, the King ofthe Jews’ 
Luke writes “This is the King of the Jews’ (23.38). John gives the longest title, ‘Jesus 
‘of Nazareth, King of the Jews’, (in 19.19-22). All the gospels attribute the title to the 
‘Romans – John most directly to Pilate, while the Synoptics vaguely suggest the sol- 
diers (presumably under orders from Pilate). 

59. Suetonius, Caligula 32.2. See also Domitian 10.1 and Cassius Dio, History 
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languages: Hebrew, Greek, and Latin. We have examples of formal proc- 
lamations written in Greek and Latin. Moreover, Josephus tells us that the 
signs warning gentiles from proceeding further into the temple complex 
жеге written in both Greek and Latin. 

With the title "King of the Jews’ Pilate declared that Jesus fitted into a 
well-known category of rebels who sought the downfall of the Roman 
Empire or at least the freedom of Israel. But additional meanings of the 
phrase acted as ripple effects from a stone thrown onto a pond." Pilate 
shamed the chief priests by publicly parading an ‘anointed’ Jew to the 
cross ~ once again Rome shows its superiority over Jews. Pilate perhaps 
intended to humiliate those Jews who hoped for a king on the grand scale 
enjoyed by Herod the Great, Pilate mocked the dreams and desires of the 
populace, sneering at their futile hopes that their God might rescue them 
from Rome's domination. With the death of yet another Jewish "king", 
Rome's power stands supreme, the Emperor's honor secure, and Pilate's 
dominance over the Jews further imposed. 





543.7, who describes a condemned slave led through the Forum with an inscription 
announcing the reason for bis death by crucifixion. 

60. War 642,125. 

61. Nils A. Dahl, explains ‘that Jesus was crucified as King of the Jews is not a 
dogmatic motif that has become historicized in the passion narratives; precisely to the 
‘contrary, it is a historical fact that became centrally important for the formulation of 
the first Christin dogma: Jesus is the Messiah’. He continues that this confession 
represents a ‘thorough, radical Christianizing of the Jewish title of Messiah’. Nils A. 
Dahl, Jesus the Christ: The Historical Origins of Christological Doctrine (Minne- 
apolis: Fortress Press, 1991), p. 40. 


JESUS AS MAMZER (“ILLEGITIMATE SON’) 


Scot McKnight 


Introduction 


What, we are asking in this book, can be learned about Christology — or 
the nascent beliefs about Jesus — by examining the accusations against 
him by his opponents? Do these accusations, made public and even per- 
formative in coming into verbal form as a label, reveal hidden claims on 
the part of Jesus, his family. his relatives, his friends, or his followers? 
What value is there in an accusatory label? As Bruce Malina and Jerome 
Neyrey have stat 





To label a person or group negatively is a social act of retaliation for some 
allege deviance... nthe hands of influential persons or powerful groups, 
they [labels] cam infict genuine injury, since they serve to define a person 
эз out of social place, bence as permanently deviant... in a society built 
‘on grades of status, degrading terms that stick almost necessarily lead t0 
collective avoidance, ostracism and isolation * 


The general implication is obvious: calling Jesus mamzer was a way of 
denouncing him, and the way of denouncing him was to call into question 


1. This chapter is rooted substantially in my article ‘Calling Jesus Monzer JSJ 
1 2003), pp. 73-103. Portions of tbe chapter are lifted from that article, though now 
explored in a diferent direction. This piece is also indebted to a response paper | 
gave to John Miller at the SBL Historical Jesus section in the 2005 meeting at Phila- 
delphia. 

2. I do not accept the general thesis of James Tabor but 1 do think more attention 
needs to be given to the family of Jesus. Though tbe details cannot be defended here, 
Richard Bauckham’s research into the family of Jesus commends itself more. On 
James Tabor, se The Jesus Dynasty: The Hidden History of Jesus, His Royal Family, 
‘and the Birth of Christianity (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2006); R. Bauckham, 
Jude and the Relatives of Jesus in the Early Church (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1990). 

3. BJ. Malina and LH. Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names: The Social Value of Labels 
in Matthew (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1988), р. 37. 
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his origins — he was not a legitimate Israelite male and therefore, one 
‘would think, his teachings and his mission and his vision are all called 
into question. One can suggest that calling Jesus mamzer was perhaps a 
response to those who were claiming already during the lifetime of Jesus 
а supernatural origin. 

‘A recent, gently rolling wave of scholarship has argued that Jesus was 
assigned the label mamzer ‘bastard’, ‘illegitimate son") by his contem- 
poraries and that far-reaching conclusions about Jesus’ mission can be 
derived from the status that would result from such an accusation. In this. 
piece, we are concemed with not only the social status of Jesus but even 
more with the insights such a label might shed on what Jesus and others 
may have believed about Jesus’ origins. The recent use of mamzer for 
understanding Jesus” social status must be assigned to a list of break- 
throughs, and it is to the credit of Bruce Chilton that the category is to be. 
given a front-row scat in recent discussion.‘ 1 am unaware that any 
scholar, prior to Chilton, has given the category the attention it might 
deserve. 


The Accusation: Mamzer 


Опе can infer that early Christians did not invent such a social status for 
Jesus and we can sce their straining already in Matthew's own genealogy. 
Here we find a series of names, punctuated by women with a reputation 
(Mt. 1.1-17: Tamar in v. 3, Rahab and Ruth in v. 5, the wife of Uriah in 
V. 6) who are then used to set the stage for Mary. Evidently, we are to 
understand Mary as such a woman, though she is guiltless since the con- 
ception in her case was virginal (1.16, commented on in 1.18-25). Some 
scholars, like Joel Marcus and Stephen Wilson,’ remain convinced that 
the language of Mark 6.3 (ó vids тї Mapios, ‘the son of Mary’ reflects 








4. B. Chilton, Rabbi Jesus: An Intimate Biography (New York: Doubleday, 2000 
{[Peckamoose)}; "Jésus, le mamzer (Mt 1.18), NTS 46 (2001), pp. 222-27. 

5. Joel Marcus, Mark 1-8(АВ, 27; New York: Doubleday, 2000), p. 375; Stephen 
G. Wilson, Related Strangers: Jews and Christians 70-170 С.Е. (Minneapolis: Fortress 
Press, 1995), 188. Richard Bauckham, “The Brothers and Sisters of Jesus: An Epi- 
phanian Response to John P. Meier", СВО 56 (1994), pp. 686-700, contends that ‘son 
‘of Mary” serves to indicate that the ‘siblings’ of Jesus had a different mother than did 
Jesus. See also now James F. McGrath, ‘Was Jesus Illegitimate? The Evidence of his 
Social Interactions’, JSHJ 5 (2007), pp. 81-100. 

6. For the text-critical issues, cf. RE. Brown, The Birth ofthe Messiah: A Com- 
mentary on the Infancy Narratives in the Gospels of Matthew and Luke (ABRL; New 
York: Doubleday, 2nd edn, 1993), pp. 537-39. 
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accusations and labels at the time of Jesus, which Matthew felt uncom- 
fortable with and so changed to “the son of the carpenter’ (13.55): the 
normal Yeshua ben Yosep is abandoned in favor of the scurrilous Yeshua 
ben Miriam.’ Since scholars today are re-thinking John's Gospel as a legiti- 
mate source for information about the historical Jesus," we are possibly 


7. E. Stauffer, Jeschu ben Mirjam (Mk 6:3)', in Neotestamentica et Semitica: 
Studies in Honour of Matthew Black (eds E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox; Edinburgh: T & T 
Clark, 1969), pp. 119-28. “Alle mysteria Christi sind paradoxe Tatbestinde, die cine 
dialeische Deutung hervorrufen, positiv oder negativ, doxologisch oder polemisch. 
Das gilt von der Geburt Jesu genau so wie vom Faktum des Leeren Grabes, von 
seiner Wunderttigkcit genau so wie von seinem Selbstzeugnis. Darum entfaltet sich 
dic christliche Jesusbotschafa principio in der Kontroverse’ (p. 128). For others who 
see a slur here, cf. M.D. Hooker, The Gospel According 1o Saint Mark (London: A & 
С Black, 1991), p. 153; J. Marcus, Mark 1-8 (AB, 27; New York: Doubleday, 1999), 
pp. 374-75. See also H.K. McArthur, ‘Son of Mary’, NovTest 15 (1973), pp. 38-58; 
RE. Brown et al, Mary in the New Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1978), 
pp. 59-67; R.E. Brown, Birth, pp. 537-41; J.P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, 1, pp. 225-27; 
T. lan, "Man Bom of Woman ..." (Job 14:1): The Phenomenon of Men Bearing 
Metronymes at the Time of Jesus’, NovTest 34 (1992), pp. 23-45. In spite of 
trend to find in ‘son of Mary’ little more than an ordinary remark, (1) the oddity of 
expression - since sons were named by their father unless the mother's lineage was 
superior, (2) in a context of conflict, (3) where later Evangelists modify the language, 
and (4) for a woman who at least later is to be accused of illicit sexual union, begs for 
explanation and one solid such explanation is that it hints at illegitimacy. Further- 
more, Meier offers the suggestion that the statement is ip" without a shred of 
evidence. Also, that the "brothers and sisters’ are mentioned in Mark 6.1-6 docs not 
necessarily include them in the same accusation. Finally, it should not be argued that 
“son of Mary’ was, as a form, indicative of illegitimacy; there could be other motives 
for labelling a son by his mother. am of the suspicion that too much of this scholarly 
trend seeks to find the Jewish accusation later than the Christian affirmation, rather 
than the reverse. From a completely different angle, and with far less care at the his- 
torical level, cf. J. Schaberg. The Megitimacy of Jesus: A Feminist Theological Inter- 
pretation of the Infancy Narratives (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987), pp. 160-64. 
For her response to some caustic reactions to ber study, se J. Schaberg, ‘A Feminist 
Experience of Historical-Jesus Scholarship’, in Whose Historical Jesus? (Studies in 
Christianity and Judaism, 7; ed. W.E. Amal, M. Desjardins, Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier 
University Press [Canadian Corporation for Studies in Religion), 1997), pp. 146-60. 

3. Sec ЈАТ. Robinson, The Priority of John (ed. LF. Coakley; Oak Park, IL: 
Meyer-Stone, 1985); M. Hengel, The Johannine Question (Philadelphia: Trinity Press 
Intemational, 1989); D. Moody Smith, Historical Issues and the Problem of John and 
the Synoptice in From Jesus 10 John (ей. M.C. de Boer, Sheffield: SOT Press, 1993), 
pp. 252-67; J. Ashton, Understanding the Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1991) and Studying John: Approaches to the Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
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justified to find historical confirmation of our issue in John 8.41, where 
the Jews/Judeans (John's problematic term for Jesus" opponents) protested 
to Jesus: їшї; ёк mopvelas ой yeysvvýpeða, Eva matépa Exopev Tov Otóv 
(we are not illegitimate children; we have one father, God himself"). That 
is, their claim probably labels Jesus one more time with his suspected 
illegitimacy.’ The Hebrew equivalent here would probably be ‘offspring of 
fornication’ (valdey zenunim). This suspicion is covered rather gently by 
John in 6.42 with the following: “Is not this Jesus, the son of Joseph...” 
No need, so reasons John, to poke at a deep wound. That the audience 
‘accuses Jesus of being a ‘Samaritan’ and ‘demon-possessed in John 8.42 
probably speaks to the same suspected status of Jesus, and it may just as 
well lurk behind John 9.16 ('a sinner’). 

‘That Mary was pregnant before cohabiting with Joseph is indisputable; 
по Christian would have invented the problem of Jesus’ claimed irregular, 
divine origins and accusations in order to dismiss the accusations. How 
the pregnancy was discovered (prior to cohabitation or a bith too early 
not to be noticed), ог why or how Mary was impregnated was explained 
differently. By the followers of Jesus, Jesus’ irregular origin was explained 
from a virginal conception (hence, Mt. 1.18-25; Lk. 1.26-38; Prot. Jas. 
7.1-16.2; Ps.-Mi. 6-12)." For others in the Diaspora, from the mid-second 
century CE onwards, Mary had been caught en flagrant- Mary and some- 
‘one other than Joseph had intercourse, and she was discovered when signs 
of pregnancy were visible (cf. Origen, Against Celsus 1.28 [Mary is cast 
ош by Joseph for adultery with a certain Panthera], 32-33, 69; 2.5, 8-9, 
31; Tertullian, de Spectaculis 30.6; Gosp.Thom. 105; Acts of Pilate 2.3; 
m. Yeb. 4.13; t. Hul. 2.24; b. Sanh. 67a; у. A.Z. 40d; у. Shabb. 14d).! On 
the issue of Galilean customs differing from Judean customs, the evidence 











1994); D. Tovey, Narrative Art and Act in the Fourth Gospel (Sheffield: Sheffield 
‘Academic Press, 1997); S. Byrskog, Story as History = History as Story (Tübingen: 
JCB. Mohr, 2000); R.T. Fortna and T. Thatcher (eds), Jesus in Johannine Tradition 
(Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox, 2001). A marshalling of the scholarship 
and some discussion of some evidence can be seen in C.L. Blomberg, The Historical 
Reliability of John’s Gospel (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 2002). 

Э. So Schaberg, legitimacy, рр. 157-58 (with n. 39); pace ТР. Meier, A Mar- 
ginal Jew, 1, pp. 227-29; R E. Brown, Birth, pp. 541-42. 

10. For a fair-minded, though slightly overdone, discusion of the value of the 
infancy narratives, cf. J.P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, 1, pp. 208-14. 

11. For study, c RE. Brown, Birth, pp. 517-33, 697-712; Schaberg, legitimacy, 
pp. 178-92; J.P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, 1, pp. 220-22. 

12. CE RE. Brown, Birth, pp. 534-42; Schaberg, legitimacy, pp. 169-74. 
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is unclear for the first century and should not be factored into the discus- 
sion.” Jane Schaberg is correct in what follows and an important corol- 
lary follows my quotation of her: ‘In the absence of a trial or hearing, and 
in the absence of any punishment or repudiation, suspicion of illegitimacy 
= whether sincere or prompted by the desire to discredit Jesus — could 
thrive only on the admission of someone involved." 

The corollary is clear: Joseph, somehow, was disentangled from the 
mess and was seen as innocent (dikaios; Mt. 1.19). He was not the father 
of the baby; but Mary was the mother. The father had to be someone else, 
‘Someone, as they say in our Southern States, 'fessed up’. Presumably, 
Mary made the claim that Joseph was not the father! or, what is clear 
from the Gospel records (Mt. 1.18-25), Joseph was surprised and/or stated 
that he was not the father. The word, however, got out. 

‘The social stigma attached to Mary, that is, the label that gave to her a 
‘master status’ of some sort, would have been telling (cf. Wisd. 4.3-6). 
The Christian tradition claims Mary was saved by a benevolent act of 
Joseph.'* He avoided the public-shaming event described or alluded to in 
т. Sot. and broke Jewish custom by marrying her, cohabiting with her, and 
raising Jesus (and the other children). Whatever explanation one prefers 
today is not the issue; clearly, Jesus’ origins were irregular and that 
irregular origin gave rise to an accusation. Jesus may have been labelled 
by his contemporaries as a mamzer. And such a label would have carried 
with it socio-religious implications with a powerful significance for Jesus. 
Аз Malina and Neyrey have argued, though they failed to note that 
‘mamzer may have been one of the labels pinned to Jesus: 

negative labelling bears the force of stigma. When carried out publicly 
or at times secretly, such labelling can carry with it an institutional sane- 
tioning of overwhelming proportions: positively by granting symbolic 
reward potential, negatively by granting symbolic devastation potential, 





13. That Jews in Galilee were more strict on premarital customs than Jews in Judea 
can be seen in £ Ket. 1.4; Ket 9, 12a; but ef. the carlier text at m. Ket. 1.5 where tbe 
distinction is not raised. Scholarship is not decided on the feasibility of this distinc- 
tion for first-century Judaism and neither bave many paid sufficient attention to the 
context of these statements; cf. B. Chilton, ‘Jésus, le mamzer’. 

14. Schaberg, legitimacy, p. 153. 

15. m. Ket. 2.5-6, for instance, shows that the woman's testimony is deemed worthy 
with respect to ber sexual experience. 

16. The deliberations behind Mt. 1.18-25 concern Deut. 22.13-21, 23-27, 28-29, 
and pertain to Mary's motives and options, as well as to Joseph's options. 
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both of deep and enduring quality... Labelling is intended to create а 


master status...” 

Before exploring a Christology from the side, we need to wade through the 
waters of the historical evidence to see what we can discover on the signi- 
ficance of labelling Jesus as a mamzer. Only as a result of patient exami- 
nation of this evidence can we discover the assumptions behind the label. 


The Implications: Social Sketch 

Far-reaching implications have been drawn by several scholars," espe- 
cially Bruce Chilton, on the basis of this ‘master status’ of Jesus as a 
‘mamzer and, in addition, that status had ‘profound influences on Jesus’ 
personal development’. The following factors of Chilton’s theory may 
be noted.” Joseph, a journeyman who visited Mary's parents for repair 
‘work, and Mary began to sleep together before their marriage [pp. 6-7], 





17. Malina and Neyrey, Calling Jesus Names, pp. 38, 39. 

18. Itis unfortunate that John Miller's study, Jesus at Thirty: A Psychological and 
Historical Portrait (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997), fails to take note of Jesus" 
status as a mamzer in Jewish society (pace pp. 41-42). In spite of the potential signi- 
ficance ofthe question and its answers, others have also not asked the question about 
Jesus” status in Jewish society: e.g., J.P. Meier, А Marginal Jew: Rethinking the His- 
torical Jesus (3 vols; ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1991), I, pp. 332-45, where it 
would make a difference. 

19. Chilton, Rabbi Jesus, bere р. 6. For those unfamiliar with Chilon's new book, 
the following points should be mentioned: (1) his Jesus is a combination of his mamzer 
status, runaway for several years, Throoc/Chariot mysticism, consciousness of endow- 
ment by the Spirit, and Tradent of his various dimensions of kabbalah; (2) his con- 
cerns are purification [Jesus came to the conviction, partly through his encounter with 
the Samaritan woman now seen in John 4, that all Israel was in fact pure and so broke 
from John and replaced baptisms with meals as the venue of purity] exorcism, 
miracles, and even nature control; (3) his identity shifts through phases of being a 
mamzer, a talmid of John, a rabbi, a messianic exorcist, a chasid, a prophet, and an 
angel; (4) the gospel records are unusually confused chronologically and Chilton's 
study is an attempt to re-align numerous sayings/events with the order seen in (3) 
above; (5) most importantly, the final phase of Jesus’ mission was to actualize the 
Zecharian vision of pure Temple worship and sacrifice, brought to the fore when 
Jesus attempted an occupation of the Temple but, after failure to accomplish his mis- 
sion, re-vitalizod when Jesus began to see his meals as a ‘replacement’ (p. 254) ofthe 
Temple sacrifices. 

20. Pagination is in brackets. 

21. Two comments art in order ber: (1) it is never quite clear to me if Chilton 
thinks the father was Joseph or someone else — pp. 6-7 and 200 suggest Joseph, but 
р. 20 suggests someone lse; and (2) the child resulting from premarital intercourse. 
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and so the circumcision was performed, in part, to bring Jesus into the 
Беті (‘covenant’) [pp. 9-12). This relation made Jesus а татгет, and 
thus Jesus ‘negotiated the treacherous terrain between belonging to the 
people of God and ostracism in his own community’ as (my expression) a 
special kind of pariah of society.” Concluding that Jesus was socially clas- 
sified as a mamzer, and assuming that mamzerim could survive (b. Yeb. 
78b [R. Zera]) and were known in Jewish society (cf. b. Ket. 14b [R. 
‘Simeon ben Menasia]), Chilton draws out the following fifteen historical 


by a couple intending to marry (1с. Joseph and Mary) is not, to my knowledge, 
labelled a mamzer in the earliest evidence | have seen (cf. Deut. 22 28-30). 1 can fully 
‘agree that such a child may have been seen as inappropriate and the lie, but the 
Jewish evidence does not suggest that such a couple's child cannot enjoy full Jewish 
Society. It is unclear to me if Chilton thinks Joseph was unfaithful to his (presumed) 
first wife (not Mary) — in which case, since Mary is unmarried, the child would not be 
a mamzer but a child of polygamy, ог if their relations were just prematurely sexual, 
in which case again the child would not be a mamzer. Because Chilton's book is not a 
technical monograph, but a popular (and beautifully styled) biography, some of these 
details appear to me to be suggestive rather than definitive and determinate. On the 
‘other hand, because of Chilton’s status in historical Jesus research, none of his state- 
ments can be taken casually. On р. 13 Chilton says, “An unmarried woman impre 
nated by а man outside ber community was in an invidious position, suspected of 
illicit intercourse’. The public knowledge that Joseph was doing repairs at her father's 
home would have been knowledge enough. On the same page, Chilton rightly observes 
that sexual relation before marriage “was broadly tolerated” and, furthermore - what 
he does not note, is that such relations led to a marriage that could not be broken 
(Deut. 2228-29). Chilton appeals to m. Ket. 1.8-9 for the view that unknown fathers 
аго deemed mamzerim or Netin (descendants of the Gibeonites; cf. т. Qid. 4.1, 3). 
However, this conflicts at times with Deut. 2228-29. One may presume that, fa male 
chooses to marry the impregnated woman, it is likely he is the father, in which case the 
father’s status is determinative of be child (e.g. if Joseph is an Israelite, Jesus is not a 
‘mamzer). Thus, the ‘evidence’ brought forward by Mary would have been Joseph's 
decision to marry her and name the child. 

might be argued that Chilton's book is popular and, therefore, subject to less ofa. 
historical critique. My reply is simple: nothing Chilton writes is without scholarly 
merit. Furthermore, we should not be fooled by Clilton's easier style in this book: 
this is a rigorously defended book in that it offers evidence - even if never complete 
evidence - at every important juncture. To be sure, the format prevented Chilton from 
presenting the requisite footnotes, bibliographic discussion, and evidential displays. 
Nonetheless, because Chilton has published so many items leading to his Rabbi Jesus, 
the book becomes a monument to his scholarly enterprise n Jesus. 

22. So Chilton, “Jésus, le manzer', p. 224 

23. Chilton, Rabbi Jesus, p. 13. 
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conclusions, conclusions over which the dark cloud of using later rabbinic 
information certainly looms large. 


(1) Jesus would have lived in a caste apart (р. 12]; 
(2) Jesus was unable to marry within established bloodlines [p. 12]; 
(3) Jesus was often excluded from the mainstream of religious life [p. 12] 
by the elders and fellow villagers [15, 21]; 
(4) Jesus? voice was silenced** in public congregations [p. 13]; 
(5) Jesus was an ‘untouchable... for ten generations’ (р. 14]; 
(6) The community felt imperiled both viscerally and communally [p. 15]; 
(7)  Jesus' status was doubly-deficient when Joseph died [p. 20]; 
(8) — lesus was accepted as а salmid of John in spite of his status (pp. 34, 
40]; 
(9) Jesus’ brothers, especially James, resented his status [p. 42]; 
(10) Мау would have bad difficulty finding a she-mamzer for Jesus to 
marry [рр. 72-73]; Miriam was possibly such a person (Lk. 8.2) 
рр. 144-145], 
(1) Jesus’ retreat of twenty-one miles to Capernaum was outside the 
limits of his reputation as а mamzer [p. 95]; 
(12) Jesus rejection at Nazareth was provoked in part because of his 
‘mamzer status [pp. 97-102); 
(13) Jesus’ teachings in Jerusalem are challenged because of his mamzer 
status [p. 121, here anchoring comments in Jn 8.19]; 
(14) — Jesus, in spite of his mamzer status, becomes an Elijah-like prophet 
and symbol of Galilean resistance to and liberation from Rome 
рр. 168, 185]; 
(15) Jesus’ followers rejected the stories that Jesus was a mamzer [p. 200]; 


In addition to these claims, Chilton psychologizes in an imaginative vein 
with the following statements: 


(A) “Rishard to exaggerate the isolation and unease the boy would have 
felt growing up as a mamzer in Nazareth’ (р. 14]; 


24. His definition: ‘an Israelite of suspect paternity’ (р. 12). 

25, Here Chilton combines mamze and йени, ‘silenced ones" (fom m. Qidd 4.1) 
A shetugi is one who knows his mother but not his father. That Joseph married Mary 
suggests to me that Jesus knows his ‘father’ and that means be would not technically 
be classified as а shenug. But, see below at definition 9 p. 153. 

26. The later rabbinic formula is from . Feb. 37a: “Persons of confirmed illegiti- 
тасу may [intermarry] with others of confirmed illegitimacy, but those of confirmed 
illegitimacy may not intermarry with those of doubtful illegitimacy; nor those of 
doubtful, with those of confirmed illegitimacy; nor those of doubtful, with others of 
doubtful illegitimacy’. Chilton imagines here Mary seeking ош a female of confirmed 
illegitimacy, a she-mamzer. 
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‘But Jesus was forced by the circumstances of his birth to look 
outside the provincial establishment for an understanding of who he 
was and what it meant to be an Israelite’ [p. 16]; 

‘Insults such as exclusion from the synagogue were a regular part of 
Jesus’ childhood’ and behind Luke 7.31-33 [parable ofthe piping and 
wailing], Chilton confesses, ‘I see а small child, standing apart from 
other children, wishing to play but not being included, defensively 
ironic about the gang's incapacity to agree on a game" [p. 16]; 
Chilton contends Jesus’ intense personal vision, gregariousness, and 
inclusive vision were shaped on the anvil of his mamzer status that 
led to loneliness and wanderings on foot and in thought (pp. 16-17]; 
Jesus’ understanding of God as his Abba emerges from bis status 
{p. 17], and thus, ‘If Joseph's fatherhood was in doubt, God's father- 
hood was not’ [p. 17]; 

When Joseph died, and was buried on the same day, Chilton sur- 
mises: ‘On the saddest day of Jesus’ young life, the synagogue would 
still have excluded him from their midst’ (р. 21); 

Because of the 'synagogue's disdain for him’ Jesus had a ‘deep skep- 
ticism about religious authority’ (p. 21] and the deep divide between 
Christianity and Judaism derives in part from Jesus’ mamzer status 
and exclusion from his father's funeral [p. 21]; 

"The death of his father brought an emotional truth home to Jesus: 
the Kingdom of God was his only support [p. 22]; 

Asan adolescent, Jesus” family visited the Temple and led to a trans- 
formation for Jesus: "The mamzer from Galilee had come to the place 
where God's presence was more palpable than anywhere else on 
earth. And be was part of it, in the house of his Abba (Luke 2.49), 
Gone was the exclusion he felt from Nazareth's synagogue, as һе 
stood at the heart of the sacred, vouched for as an Israelite by his. 
family’ [p. 32][Chilton imagines that Jesus ran away from his family 
fora few years as a result of this experience at the Temple; he finds 
himself as a falmid of John the Baptist, only much later returning 
home]{see also pp. 34, 37, 42); 

"Tbe hurt inflicted during his childhood, the sense that he was an out- 
cast, in the wrong through no fault of his own, was healed through his 
repeated immersions. The Jordan's waters washed away his feeling of 
estrangement. He repented of his anger he bad felt, of his resent- 
ment against his own people in Nazareth’ [р. 49]; it was from John 
that Jesus leamed of Chariot mysticism [рр. 50-58]; 

"His tangible experience of God overwhelmed the feeling of rejec- 
tion he had known as а mamzer in Nazareth, and he conveyed his 
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newfound sense of inclusion to others’ [p. 60]; "If God was there 
for an alleged mamzer, God was also there for a Samaritan. His pain. 
and anxiety is part of the maturing of many religious personalities: 
the shedding of conventional identity in order to define a new self, 
framed by contact with the divine" [p. 70; cf. also p. 89]; 

(L) Језиз returns to Nazareth to escape death at the hands of Antipas, 
but is not feted as his prodigal son parable would imply because of 
his mamzer status [p. 63]; 

(M) ‘What did his repute as а mamzer matter to this strong, mature 
young man, a survivor of hunger, cold, thugs, and Herod Antipas” 
attack on John? ... Jesus found his voice as a teacher and story- 
teller...” (р. 73]. 

It is appropriate to distinguish Chilton’s fifteen historical claims from 
the implications he draws out in a more psychological vein. I do not doubt 
that psychology can help us to understand Jesus though studies demon- 
strate significant correlations between one’s self-image and one's image 
of Jesus." Neither do I doubt that being classified publicly as a mamzer 
‘would have had psycho-social consequences for Jesus” personal, social, 
and religious development. In principle, then, 1 am opposed to neither of 
the two categories of Chilton’s imaginative reconstruction of Jesus. And, 
neither am I opposed to the use of imagination in history.” One of the 
solid features of E.P. Sanders’ studies of Jesus is his ability to re-imagine 
‘what the world of Jesus was like, and one thinks of other fields where the 
same applies.” Peter Brown's studies, for instance, reveal the enlighten- 
ing power of a historically-based imagination.» But it is the place of the 








27. On which, cf. the insightful study of LJ. Francis and J. Astley, The Quest for 
the Psychological Jesus: Influences of Personality on Images of Jesus’, Journal of 
Psychology and Christianity 16 (1997), pp. 247-59. 

28, For my own views on historiography, see Јела and His Death: Historiography, 
the Historical Jesus, and Atonement Theory (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 
2005), 346. 

29. Jesus and Judaism; see also is The Historical Figure of Jesus (London: Pen- 
guin, 1993). Other Jesus scholars, whose books cannot be cited bere, with such an 
imagination include A. Schweitzer, R. Bultmano, H.J. Cadbury, W. Manson, J. Jere- 
mias, C.H. Dodd, R.A. Horsley, M. Borg, J.D. Crossan, G. Vermes, G.B. Caird, and 
N.T. Wright. Unfortunately, J.P. Meier's three volumes each lack this imaginative 


power. 
30. P. Brown, The Making of Late Antiquity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1978); Augustine of Hippo: A Biography (Berkeley, CA: University of California 
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historian to use an imagination backed by secure data, as do Senders and. 
Brown, and it is to these data that we should turn to find the meaning of 
being called mamzer and its implications for Jesus’ life." 

Another word pertaining to method: the rabbinic definition of mamzer, 
even a definition in flux, should probably be distinguished from social 
innuendo and social labels. It follows from this that different Jewish per- 
sons may have had tighter or looser definitions of a mamzer. For one per- 
son Jesus might have been a mamzer, to another he might not have been. 
But we should not assume either that the rabbinic definitions were clearly 
known and applied, and neither should we assume that contrary views 
might have obtained. 


Definition: Mamzer and Jesus 


We should begin with the common assumption that a Jew is one who can 
marry other Israelites, and who can function within Israelite society and 
worship because his or her mother was Jewish. Contrary to such a Jew, a 
mamzer would be a child born of a prohibited marriage (cf. т. Qidd. 3.12) 
Or sexual union that is punishable by karer (extirpation) or death." In gen- 
eral, the label mamzer not only called into question but designated a 
person as ‘not a legimate Jew’ and therefore restricted from tbe benefits 
granted to legitimate Jews. For Jesus’ contemporaries to have called Jesus. 
 mamzer was a potent way to discredit whatever it was that be was claim- 
ing or doing or teaching. 

In the Encyclopaedia Judaica, Schereschewsky contends, in glaring 
contrast to the inferences drawn by Chilton, that a mamzer has only one 
restriction in Jewish society: marriage.” That m. Hor. 3.8 classifies а schol- 
arly mamzer above an ignorant high priest confirms the view that mam- 
zerim functioned freely within Jewish society. In fact, this text may level 
the discussion of Chilton and should perhaps be given more importance 
than it has been given. Neusner translates as follows: 


(A) A priest takes precedence over a Levite, a Levite over an Israelite, 


Press, 2nd edn, 2000); The Rise of Western Christendom: Triumph and Diversity, A.D. 
200-1000 (Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 1996). 

31. For an early critique of Chilton’s use of mamzer, see the review of J. Klawans, 
“Filling in the Gaps’, Bible Review (February 2002), pp. 42-44, who calls the author 
to task for his definitions of mamzer and rabbi. 

32. So defined by Ben Zion (Benno) Schereschewsky, "Memzer", Enc/ud XI, p. 840; 
sec also the insightful remarks of B. Chilton, ‘Jésus, le mamzer’, pp. 225-26. 

33. Schereschewsky, “Mamzer’,p. 840. 
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ап Israelite over a mamzer, а mamzer over a Netin, a Netin over a 
proselyte, a proselyte over a freed slave. 

(B) Under what circumstances? 

(C) When all of them are equivalent. 

(D) Butifthe mamzer was a disciple of a sage and a high priest was an 
ат hares, the mamzer who is a disciple of a sage takes precedence 
over a high priest who is an am haares. 


We have then two widely divergent views on the meaning of mamzer 
and, therefore, two massively different kinds of implications drawn for 
the functioning of a mamzer within Jewish society. For Chilton, a mamzer 
is an outcast; for Schereschewsky, a mamzer has one small limitation: he 
‘or she can not marry a full Jew. For Jesus this would mean that, according 
to Chilton, Jesus had to play dodge ball his entire life in order to accom- 
plish his will; for Schereschewsky, Jesus simply was prohibited from 
‘marrying a woman who had full standing in Jewish society. Nothing 
more. Both views offer credible social circumstances for explaining, in 
рап or in whole, Jesus’ celibacy, but the first view explains at a radical 
level Jesus’ mission and message. In light of this extreme set of alterna- 
tives, we need to examine the surviving evidence about the mamzer in 
Jewish society and how a person's status was determined. 

‘As far back as Ezra's priestly declarations for endogamy and divorce in 
order to purity the community of Israel (Ezra 9-10), where the non-Jewish 
women and their children (perhaps seen as mamzerim) were divorced and 
sent away, there is evidence for determining one’s status by the Jewish- 
ness (or non-Jewishness) of one's mother.» Centuries later, Josephus, in 
his Antiquities (14.399-405), labels Herod the Great a ‘commoner and an 
Idumaean, that is, a half-Jew’ (iicr те бут ко! 'lécuysaíco, rovríoriv 
инооба!сә; idiote te onti kai Idoumeaio, toutestin hemi-ioudaio). The 
label may derive from the matrilineal principle of determining one’s 
Jewish status by the status of one's mother: Josephus’ father, Antipater, 
was a descendant of those forcibly converted under Hyrcanus, but his 


34, For a good discussion of the term in Medieval studies, cf. SM. Passamaneck, 
“Some Medieval Problems in Mamzeruth’, НОСА 37 (1966), pp. 121-45. 

35. See on this the careful discussion of SJ.D. Coben, "The Origins of tbe Matri 
lineal Principle in Rabbinic Law’, Association of Jewish Studies Review 10 (1985), pp. 
19-53; The Beginnings of lewishness: Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertainties (Berkeley, 
СА: University of California Press, 1999), pp. 263-307. Coben's conclusion that the 
matrilineal principle is not known until the time of the Mishnah minimizes, 1 think, 
the evidence of Ezra, even if concur that other evidence ший the Mishnah is unclear. 
See also D. Bossman, ‘Ezra’s Marriage Reform: Israel Redefined’, ВТВ 9 (1979), 
pp. 32-38. 
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mother, Cypros, was a Nabatean and, therefore, handed her status to Herod. 
And, the standard explanation of the confusion over Timothy"s status (Acts 
16.13) is that, though Jewish through his mother’s status, his lack of cir- 
cumcision rendered his status ambiguous; consequently, Paul circumcises 
him. The implications are clear: (1) by circumcision, Timothy obtains an 
unambiguous Jewish status; (2) had his status been determined by his 
father, a Greek, or by an illegitimate marriage, then such an act by Paul 
would be a deconstruction of Paul's own agenda since it would have made 
Timothy first a proselyte to Judaism; and (3) his mother's status deter- 
mined Timothy's status, but his lack of circumcision made him suspect.* 
‘The circumcision of Timothy suggests that the matrilineal principle is at 
work in this passage.” In spite of a lack of overwhelming evidence, we 
may conclude as a general principle that a person's Jewish status at the 
time of Jesus was determined by his or her mother. This means that, since 
Mary, the mother of Jesus, was a Jew, Jesus was legally a Jew unless his 
father was a man who rendered Mary's children otherwise, 

But was Jesus а mamzer? That is, though Jewish through his mother, 
was he a Jew of low estate because of some irregular union? The answer 
hangs on how we define mamzer and the evidence is not clear even at its 
inception." 

We begin with Deuteronomy 23.3 (ET 23.2): ‘No one misgotten (i.e. 
‘mamzer) shall be admitted into the congregation of the LORD; none of 
his descendants, even in the tenth generation, shall be admitted into the 
congregation of the LORD (IPS)'. Not uncommon for biblical legislation, 
the term comes out of the blue. In the code of Deuteronomy 23, the mam- 
zer is classed with those who are emasculated by crushed testicles (23.2) 
and with the Ammonites and Moabites (23.4-7). If these three sorts are 
"abhorred", Israelites are not to abhor the Edomites or Egyptians, for ances- 
tral and historical reasons (23.8-9). The children of Edomites and Egyp- 
tians may be admitted in the third generation while the ‘tenth generation’ 
exclusion of the mamzer clearly means ‘forever’. Such are not to be 


36, For discussion of this passage, cf. C.K. Barrett, The Acts of the Apostles (ICC; 
2 vols; Edinburgh: Т & T Clark, 1994, 1998), Il, рр. 758-63. 

37. But cf. Coben, Beginnings of Jewishness, pp. 363-77; fora response cf. 1. Levin- 
skaya, The Book of Act in its Diaspora Setting (Tbe Book of Acts in its First Century 
Setting, 5; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), рр. 12-17. 

38. CE Louis Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and the Talmud (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press, 1942), pp. 279-96. 

39. Later rabbinic texts, feeling the sting of permanent exclusion and knowing 
the realities of social and religious life, debated “for all time” (b. Yeb. 78b): "R. Zera 
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admitted to the covenant people and they become, asa living embodiment, 
a witness to the kinds of sins that cannot be rectified. 

But does non-admission to the congregation of YHWH refer to limita- 
tions in ‘marriage’ or in ‘public participation in worship at the Temple’ or 
‘might it mean ‘exclusion from community participation’ in a general 
sense? There is no answer in the text of Deuteronomy. We have a legal 
ruling and a sociological labe! (mamzer) but no definition and no explica- 
tion, Time will unravel its meanings and its implications. 


Definition 1: Mixed Marriage Child 

Zechariah 9.6 intimates that mamzer refers to the children of ‘mixed 
marriages’, for here the prediction is that the downfall of Philistia will 
result in a ‘mongrel people’ (mamzer)" settling in Ashdod because of the 
Lord's hand of judgment on the place. Oddly, these people will appar- 
ently observe Jewish food laws and worship the one, true God (9.7). The 
text seems to suggest that a mamzer was of mixed parentage, a child born 
ofan interdicted union. Such a definition of mamzer, however, is not con- 
sistently applied in ater Jewish traditions (cf. b. Yeb. 16a for R. Johanan; 
but see Avot R.N. 16). Rabbah b. Bar Hana, in the name of R. Johanan, 
thought that if a slave or an idolater impregnated an Israelite girl, that 
child would be a mamzer, but R. Simeon b. Judah, consistent with most of 
the rabbinic traditions, narrowed the definition to what will be seen in (4) 
below (b. Yeb. 44b-45a). Rabbah b. Bar Hana's definition borders on the 
apparent understanding of mamzer in Zechariah 9.6. And the same may 
be said of the view of R. Hiyya b. Abba, who along with R. Johanan, 


replied: It was explained to me by Rab Judah that those who are known [to be mam- 
теп] survive [und marriage is forbidden]; those are not known do not survive; and 
those who are partly known and partly unknown survive [as mamzerim) for three 
generations but no longer’ 

40. B. Yebamoth 78а tells the story of a certain Menjamin who said, ‘1 am an 
Egyptian ... and I shall arrange for my son to marry an Egyptian wife of tbe second 
generation in order that my grandson shall be eligible to emer the congregation’ 
Menjamin has їп view fll rights to Jewish society, including marriage of an Israelite 
sin. 

41. An etymology from an older generation of scholars for the term mamzer was 
m'm zr ( from a foreign people"). 

42. Tg Zech. 9.6: "And the house of Israel shall dwell in Ashdod where they were 
«as foreigners, and 1 will put an end to the Philistines" scendancy’. The arguris makes 
Israelites foreigners rather than seeing here а mixed marriage’ 

43. Some older Jewish scholars held to such a definition; cf. Epstein, Marriage 
Laws, p. 184. 
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considered the children of women who had married proselyte men ~ who, 
however, had not been immersed — mamzerim because they openly vio- 
lated the law in this and other matters (b. Yeb. 46a). Therefore, if 
argued, as some later Jewish accusations in both Jewish and Christian 
sources reveal, that Mary's ‘partner’ was a foreigner (c.g., Pantera), then 
itis likely Jesus would be classified as a mamzer because his father would 
have been a Gentile and Jesus would be the product of a mixed marriage. 
In such cases, the suspected and now defined legal status of Jesus brought 
into question his claims, his teachings, and his missions — not to mention 
all those who followed him. 





Definition 2: Seducer (?) 

The rest of the Jewish tradition on this term implies exegesis of Deuteron- 
оту 23.3 and Leviticus 18.6-8. The Dead Sca Scrolls, for example, do 
not help with definition; instead, the texts use this term as a label for per- 
sons who are somehow outside the people of God and who pollute the 
purity of Israel. That is, the texts uphold the ruling of Deuteronomy 23.3. 
‘Thus, 40174 3.4, an eschatological text that envisions the Temple wor- 
ship of the final days, commenting on Exodus 15.17-18, says, “This pas- 
sage describes the temple that no [man with а] permanent [fleshly defect] 
shall enter, nor Ammonite, Moabite, bastard [i.c., mamzer}, foreigner, or 
alien, forevermore’ * The same upholding of Deuteronomy 23.3 is found 
throughout the scrolls, but no definition is found (cf. 40394 13.39; 40444 
frg. 1 1.8). The use of the “spirits of bastards’ in incantations suggests the 
danger posed by a mamzer as a seducer, but this is only a possible under- 
standing of the term and it may be merely metaphorical (40510 frg. 1.5; 
frg. 2 2.3; frg. 35.7). There is no evidence that Jesus fits this possible 
definition of a mamcer, if it is a definition. 

These two definitions of the term mamzer, if the second one is even 
that, carry the load for at least a millennium, for we find no clarification of 
‘our term until the rabbis. Thus, from Deuteronomy 23.3 until the Mishnah 
we find no conscious definition of the term. This cannot go unnoticed, and 


4. See the unimaginative repetition of this belief in JJ. Rousseau, К. Атау, Jesus 
and His World: An Archaeological and Cultural Dictionary (Minneapolis: Fortress 
Press, 1995), pp. 223-25. An imaginative re-vitilization of this view can be seen in M. 
Sawicki, Crossing Galilee: Architectures of Contact in the Occupied Land of Jesus 
(Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2000), pp. 192-97. 

45. The translation із that of M. Wise, М. Abegg, Jr, and Е. Cook, The Dead Sea 
Scrolls: А New Translation (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996) 
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should force the historian to operate with considerable caution in drawing 
conclusions. That Jews knew who was ‘in’ and ‘out’ should not be con- 
tested; that a firm and clear category existed for a mamzer, however, must 
atleast be treated with caution. Even more, I am no expert in rabbinic laws 
and their development so it is with a certain hope of general accuracy that 
Три forward the following suggested definitions of what mamzer might 
have meant at the time of Jesus. 


Definition 3: Akiva ~ Children of Those Not Permitted to Enter the 
Congregation 

If Deuteronomy 23.3 and the DSS do not clearly define the term, later 
rabbinic and targumic renderings do clarify the meaning of the term and 
to these various definitions we now tum, in the hope that they may offer 
insight into what might have been meant had Jesus been stigmatized as a 
mamzer. The standard definition is found in т. Yeb. 4.13, and I quote here 
from J. Neusner's translation: 


(A) What is the definition of a mamzer? 

(B) ‘(The offspring of] any [marriage of] near of kin which is forbidden 
under the rubric, He shall not come into the congregation of the 
Lord (Deut. 23.3), the words of R. Aqiba. 

(©) Simeon of Teman says, ‘(Tbe offspring of) any [marriage] for which 
the participants are liable to extirpation by Heaven’. 

(D) And the law follows his opinion. 

(E) R. Joshua says, ‘[The offspring of] any [marriage] for which the 
participants are liable to be put to death by a coun’. 

(F) Said R. Simeon b. Azza, “I discovered a family register in Jerusalem, 
in which was writen: "Mr. So-and-so is a mamzer, [having been bom 
ofan illicit union] of a married woman [and someone other than her 
husband] — 

(©) so supporting the opinion of R. Joshua. 

(Н) (1) His wife who died 

@) he is permitted to marry her sister. 

(0) (2) [If] be divorced her and afterward she died, 

(К) he is permitted to marry her sister 

(L) (3) [If] she was married to someone else and died, 

(M) he is permitted to marry her sister. 

(N) (4) His deceased childless brother's widow who died— 

(0) he is permitted to marry her sister. 

(Р) (5) [If] he performed the rite of halisah with her and she died, 

(Q) he is permitted to marry ber sister. 


Three nuanced definitions are here given: (1) R. Akiva judges that a 
mamzer is a child of а marriage of partners of a near kinship that is 
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prohibited by connection to the expression, from Deuteronomy 23.3, "he 
shall not come into the congregation of the Lord’ (lo-yavo mamzer big' hal 
YHWH). Akiva is not entirely clear and, perhaps, he considers the mamzer 
he or she who is deemed the result of ‘incest’ (cf. 1. Yeb. 1.9); (2) R. 
‘Simeon ben Teman judges that а mamzer is a child of an interdicted union 
liable to the laws of extirpation (e.g., Lev. 18.6-18, 29; т. Ker. 1.1); and 
(3) R. Joshua judges a mamzer is а child of a marriage whose partners are 
liable to punishment by a court (m. Sanh. 7.4), and he is supported by 
Simeon ben Azzai. The appended details (H.-Q.) pertain to rulings on 
marrying one’s wife's sister. 

For Akiva, Jesus would be called mamzer if Mary, by contextual associ- 
ation, were divorced and her son from that former marriage engaged in 
relations with her (Deut. 23.1), or if she had relations with a man whose 
testicles were crushed (23.2) which would have its own drawbacks, or if 
she engaged in relations with an Ammonite or a Moabite (23.4-7; cf. Neh. 
13.1). The later b. Yeb. 44a clarifies the definition of Akiva with this: 
“Who is a bastard? [The offspring of a union with] any consanguineous 
relative with whom cohabitation is forbidden’. The evidence for Mary 
fitting Akiva's (apparent) definition is lacking. 


Definition 4: Simeon — Children of Parents Guilty of Extirpation 

Fundamentally for Simeon ben Teman, as the Вамі will show in its 
explications and in the views of both Beth Hillel and Beth Shammai (e.g. 
b. Yeb. 14a-14b), a mamzer is the child of a marriage of forbidden degrees 
found in Leviticus 18.6-18. The act of such intercourse leads to extirpa- 
tion. Simcon's ruling becomes the halachah. The connection of mamzer 
in Deuteronomy 23.3 with Leviticus 18.6-18 may result from the explicit 
prohibition of a man to marry his father's former wife in Deuteronomy 
23.1. Regardless of possible origins for the connections, from Leviticus 
18.6-18 we learn that one is not permitted intercourse with one’s mother 
‘or (what we now call a) ‘step-mother’, one's sister — whether the child of 
‘one's father or mother, а grandchild, a 'step-sister", one’s paternal or 
maternal aunt, one’s paternal uncle, one’s daughter-in-law, one’s sister- 
in-law, or with a female and her daughter or granddaughter or her sister 
(while the original female is alive). Later rabbinic documents amplify this 
‘meaning to include the Jevir (male who is to fulfill the levirate marriage 
law) who does not marry his brother’s widow with the proper motive — in 


46. On the later discussions of R. Akiva's understanding, cf. Epstein, Marriage 
Laws, pp. 281-82, who contends that Akiva's perception of the term pertaining to 
incest is not consistently maintained. 
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other words, if he married her for her beauty or to gratify his desires 
(b. Yeb. 109a). Any child from such a union is a mamzer, according to 
Abba Saul. And, ifa write of divorce (get) were not properly explicated 
the divorce is not considered legitimate, and any children from such a 
union would be mamzerim (b. Git. 86a; b. В.М. 55b). 

If this definition is followed, Jesus could have been legally labelled а 
‘mamzer if the accusation was that (1) Joseph was not the father; (2) an 
identifiable other who fitted these rulings was the father. The label, in all 
these cases, then is directed at Mary for an illicit union and at Jesus, solely 
for being the child of such a union. To be called mamzer according to 
‘Simeon, then, Mary - assuming she is young and betrothed — would have 
had to have had intercourse with and conceived by ber brother, or her 
‘step-brother’, or her brother's or sister's son, or her uncle, or her brother- 
in-law (while her sister is alive), or a married man other than her betrothed. 
‘There is no evidence for such a definition of mamzer in the case of Mary, 
Joseph, and Jesus. In a discussion of a Christology from the side, such a 
label might tell us more about Mary's observance (or non-observance) of 
‘Torah than it would Jesus. 


Definition 5: Joshua — Children of Parents Guilty of Punishment at the 
Court 

Rabbi Joshua, however, stipulates that a mamzer is the child of parents 
who are liable to punishment at the hand of a court — a court conveniently 
defined for capital crimes in m. Sanh. 7.4. Operating under this definition, 
Mary would be found guilty for impregnation as a result of sexual rela- 
tions with her father, or her ‘step-father’, or another man who is betrothed. 
‘On the other hand, another set of categories can be brought in for classify- 
ing Jesus as а mamzer: if Mary committed some heinous sin, like Sabbath 
profanation, cursing her parents, bestiality, or leading others into idolatry, 
she would be guilty ofa capital crime and her son would then be a mamzer 
— according to R. Joshua. In the former case, the offending parties would 
have to be known, and would probably have shown up in some record — 
and in the case of Bavli, we are told that Mary's suitor was a certain ben 
Pantera (b. Sanh. 67a; b. Shabb. 104b). 

In short, for Jesus to have been called mamzer under Joshua's categories, 
Mary would have had to have sexual relations with one of these forbidden 
persons or have committed some violent sin. The latter is only a last resort. 
‘The evidence we do have from later accusations against Jesus and Mary, 
however, leads us to think the charge against Jesus by his contemporaries 
was generated by his mother's sexual relations with a forbidden man. It 
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needs to be observed here, in light of the ambiguity in Chilton’s definition 
of Joseph and Mary's relations, that in no case so far is the child bom of 
pre-marital intercourse by a betrothed couple called a татгет. If Jesus. 
‘was called a mamzer, it would have been based on a conviction that Joseph 
was not the father — firm dimension of the infancy traditions of Matthew 
and Luke. 

We should note that one statement in m. Sanh. 7.4 connects this law 
with the situation described in the Gospels for Mary: ‘he who has sexual. 
relations with a betrothed maiden’ (7.4 G). Though written for a male, 
this casuistic stipulation, by inference, applies as well to Mary. She, as a 
betrothed maiden, so the accusation goes, had sexual relations with some- 
‘one other than her betrothed and that means extirpation. I say ‘probable’ 
because the rabbinic evidence does not call the child of any of these 
relations a mamzer by a rabbi of the carlicst periods. 

There are two problems with this inference: first, there is no direct 
evidence that this inference was made by rabbis of the earliest periods, 
though there is indirect evidence in m. Sanh. 7.4 and b. Yeb. 69b, and — 
what is more important ~ none of these situations exactly describes what 
the Gospels record of Mary and Joseph. In their case, they are already 
betrothed; if they are accused of responsibility for conceiving а child prior 
to marriage (as Chilton seems to allege), it is only remotely possible that 
their child would be called a mamzer. More likely, they would have been 
required to marry; their children would be Jews (since Mary is a Jew); 
and the status of the children would probably be normal. Finger-pointing. 
would have occurred, no doubt, but that is social commentary and not 
necessarily legal status. The best conclusion we can draw from this guess- 
work’ in light of R. Joshua's definition and the casuistic laws of Deuter- 
опоту 22 is that, if Jesus was classified as a mamzer, it would have been 
because some were convinced that Mary conceived illicitly. It is only 
remotely possible that a child of both Mary's and Joseph's conception 
would be called а mamzer. The category of Matthew 1.19, that Joseph was 
ıa tsadiq, is most likely confirmed if it is the case that Jesus was classified 
by some as a mamzer. 


47. We do not have sufficient evidence to claim (1) that the Galilean strictures on 
pre-consummation relations were broken and (2) that such a breaking of the rules led 
to a mamzer status for the child. 

48. See J. Schaberg, legitimacy, p. 152. 
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Definition 6: Children Conceived During Betrothal (If Suspicion Is 
Present) 

From a much later period to be sure, but the evidence from b. Feb, 69b 
may provide the most direct evidence we have of the accusation levelled 
against Mary and therefore descriptive of the status of Jesus: "It was stated: 
Where a man cohabited with his betrothed in the house of his [future] 
father-in-law, Rab said: The child is a bastard [mamzer]; and Samuel said: 
The child is a shethuki ["silenced one"]' (Soncino). The concern of the 
Вау here is with a priest's daughter eating the terumah (‘heave offering’; 
Num. 18.8-10) and not with the ordinary Israelite woman's situation (cf. 
b. Yeb. 69b-70a). And, furthermore, Каба - and his view seems to prevail 
and it is more lenient — thought Rab's view only permissible if the girl 
could have at the same time had sexual relations with a male otherwise 
prohibited (hence, sherugi). If she was not, then the child is assigned to 
the father and obtains the appropriate status. It is probably this context 
that best explains that Mary’s motives and actions are not impugned in 
the Christian records.” Leniency was the rule of the day on such matters. 

If it is the case that some thought ill of Jesus because they thought 
Mary and Joseph conceived prior to the official marriage bed, then there 
‘was (eventually) dispute over the status of such an accused offspring: one 
says mamzer, another one says shetugi (because the father was unknown 
because no one confessed?). It should be observed that the two classifi- 
cations here are given toa situation described in Deuteronomy 22.28-29, 
though there no label is affixed to either partner in the premarital con- 
ception. Like most of this evidence, dating is a problem and there is not a 
firm view that premarital conception rendered the child a mamzer. That 
the mishnah and the commentary are concemed with eating the terumah 
by the daughter of a priest renders the textual evidence of limited rele- 
vance to our concerns. 

We have now five, and possibly, six definitions of a mamzer: (1) the 
child of a mixed marriage as seen in Zechariah 9.6; possibly (2), as is 
seen in the scrolls found in cave four, a seducer of the nation; (3) the child 
of parents who were not to be admitted to the congregation as is seen in 
‘Akiva’s judgment; (4) the child of parents who were liable to extirpation 
as is seen in Simeon ben Teman’s exegesis; (5) the child of parents who 
are liable to punishment by the court as is seen in К. Joshua; (6) the child 
of premarital conception. There are at least three other definitions found 
in the Jewish evidence that could shed light on Jesus as a mamzer. 


49. See J. Schaberg, legitimacy, p. 146. 
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Definition 7: Children Born of Cult Prostitution 

In his commentary on Deuteronomy, because the meaning of the term 
mamzer is unclear through its etymology and contemporary usage, Peter 
Craigie suggests that mamzer derives from nzr, with the latter pertaining 
to consecration and dedication. He speculates that the consecration would 
have been by pagan cult prostitutes and their children, mamzerim, would 
have been previously dedicated to pagan gods and, therefore, unfit for 
entrance into the congregation of the Lord. There is as little to discount 
this view as there is to count it; in the absence of such evidence, we leave 
itas a possibility that mamzer derived from pagan cult prostitution. If that 
was its origin, that meaning was almost certainly lost by the first century 
of the Common Fra. It has nothing to do with Jesus. 


Definition 8: Children Born of Theological Apostates 

One finds їп. Shehitat Hullin 2.20-21 that the children of minim (prob- 

ably ‘apostates’) are also classified as mamzerim: 
The sacrifice of a min is idolatry. Their bread is the bread of a Samaritan, 
ард their wine is deemed the wine of idolatry, and their produce is deemed 
‘wholly untithed, and their books are deemed magical books, and their 
children are manzerim. 


In effect, one finds here the belief that apostasy renders a person's chil- 
dren unclean, unfit for Israclite society and worship, and therefore labelled 
‘mamzerim. But, we are probably dealing with a non-issue: their children 
probably also apostasized with them and therefore no longer had any 
interest in Jewish society and worship. In the former, we are probably 
dealing with non-realities, other than the sincere belief that intermarriage 
between the Schools ought not to occur. It reflects a sectarian mentality 
about what constitutes true Judaism. This view, also, has nothing to do 
with Jesus. 


Definition 9: A Shetugi — One Who Knows his Mother but not his 

Father; An Asufi – а Foundling Who Knows Neither Mother or Father. 
Philo informs us that children of ‘prostitutes’ (and he is probably not 
referring here to cult prostitution) are mamzerim because their fathers are 
unknown due to the number of partners for the mother (Spec. Leg. 1.326). 
‘The category used here could be the ‘mixed marriage’ of (1) above, or his 
understanding might fit untidily into one of the rabbinic definitions, but it 
seems that Philo's definition is more like that of the sherugi than any of 
the other definitions above. Josephus seems also to know this definition 
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(Ant. 4 244). In m. Qidd. 4.1-2.a shetugi is defined as a ‘silenced one’ ога 
“hush-child’ because he knows his mother but not his father. Abba Saul, 
in a pun, called such a one а bedugi, “one who was to be examined’ (for 
status). Since Jesus is technically nowhere called a mamzer, it makes 
sense also to look to such a term as shetugi – as does Chilton” — to define 
his status. In this case, the sherugi is classified as а ‘doubtful mamzer’. In 
this case, the mother is to be asked, and several different rulings apply 
(and debates ensure) depending on her answer (b. Qidd. 74a). Again, the 
discussion begins with Abba Saul, but it is Rabbi Gamalicl's ruling that 
appears to be the halachah, even though Raba rules in favor of Abba Saul 
(who is not as lenient on the mother's words). However, the rulings tend 
to favor the word of the mother and in most situations the child would be 
considered acceptable. In this case, if Mary claims Joseph is the father, 
the child would probably be accepted; if she says he is the child of some- 
опе else, the child is а mamzer as a result of examination; if she says the 
child is from God, the child would also be considered а mamzer. We are 
back, no doubt, to the same category for understanding Jesus’ social status. 
In the case of the ази, the ‘foundling’, the same principle obtains: the 
child is of suspected parentage, though in many cases considered pure 
(b. Qidd. 73a-73b). Since we know Jesus’ mother, the category is useless 
to this discussion (m. Qidd. 4.1, D). 


Conclusion: Jesus the Mamzer 


First, because ofa lack of evidence, we do not know precisely what mam- 
zer meant at the time of Jesus and, therefore, all logical inferences from 
accusation to а Christology from the side must be cautious. The evidence 
of Deuteronomy is unclear and the definition of Zechariah appears not to 
be the norm; if Zechariah 9.6 is given the guiding hand, a mamzer is one 
bom of a mixed union (c.g, Jewish society would have had to classify 
Jesus as the son of a gentile male). The evidence from the Dead Sea 
Scrolls simply affirms the demand of Deuteronomy 23.3, but that evi- 
dence does not define the term. By inference, we can give the nod to the 
generic definition of the rabbis, that is, that mamzer refers to a child born 
of an illegitimate union that led to an interdiction of marrying someone 
who was fully accepted as a Jew in Jewish society. That is, roughly, some- 
‘one who fits definitions 3-6. We must leave open the possibility, however, 
that at the time of Jesus — if we take Hillel as offering the ruling halachah 


50. See Chilton, “Jésus, le mamzer’, pp. 225-26. 
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(cf. b. Qidd. 692, 75a) — the term mamzer may have referred exclusively 
to a child of mixed parentage. It is reasonable to think some in Jewish 
society would have classified Jesus as mamzer according to this under- 
standin, 

Itis also reasonable to see behind Matthew 1.18-25 a genuine memory 
of Joseph's adoption of Jesus as his son. If this is so, and if later rabbinic 
rulings were in general force that a child's status would have been clari- 
fied by such adoption (cf. b. Qidd. 73b) — and the second ЧГ is more diffi- 
cult to establish than the first “if” — then it is theoretically possible that 
Jesus would have grown up with absolutely no stain against his classifi- 
cation = in which case Chilton has misconstrued the gospel evidence and 
the ‘story’ of Jesus. This view must remain possible. However, find this 
theory less likely than that Jesus would have been classified as a mamzer, 
even if our perception of the precise definition of his status is unclear. In 
my judgement, the evidence of Matthew 1, Luke 1-2, Mark 6.1-6, and 
John 8 suggests that accusations were made against Jesus; if accusations. 
were made, any such adoption would not have completely cleared up the 
issue of classification. 

Second, we are nonetheless justified, because of the uniformity of the 
later evidence and the sheer likelihood from logic and the social sciences 
that a person with a questionable parentage would have been classified of 
lower status by society (whether it was technically legal or not), in sug- 
‘gesting that the term mamzer in the first century would probably have 
meant ‘someone who was born of at least one parent of questionable 
status’. If we infer that both Mary and Joseph were Israelites, then we are 
driven to infer that any accusation against Jesus that he was a mamzer 
would at the same time very probably be an accusation that Joseph was 
not the father and that someone else was that father. Anyone who sur- 
mised that Joseph was the father of Jesus would probably not have 
accused Jesus of being a mamzer. The evidence for that view, though not 
non-existent, is from a much later date. In other words, to be called а 
mamzer the community knew (1) Jesus’ father as someone other than 
Joseph, (2) knew Jesus’ father as someone who was not fully Israelite, or 
(3) did not know Jesus’ father but had a suspicion about who he might 
have been. Rumour and innuendo are part and parcel of any society, not 
the least an ancient Galilean hamlet hemmed in by Roman occupation, 
but it should be noted that the rabbis, at least, were conscious of the 
problem of rumour and warned people to do careful inquiry before classi- 
fications were made (b. Git. 89a). 

Third, it must be recalled that a mamzer could change his or her status. It 
isnot clear what specific mechanisms were triggered to make the transition, 
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but it is clear that ‘until the tenth generation’ was not as irrevocable as 
‘one might think. Thus, Tg. Deut. 23.3 introduces the notion of purity into 
the status of a mamzer by denying what was evidently (for the targumist) 
a problem in society: "Neither is a bastard considered purified for admis- 
sion into the congregation of the Lord, even in the tenth generation will 
he not be considered purified for admission into the congregation of the 
Lord’. But, т. Qidd. 3.13 reads, ‘R. Tarfon says, “Mamzerim can be puri- 
fied [from the taint of bastardy]. How so? A mamzer who marries a slave 
girl the offspring is a slave girl. [1£] he then freed him, the son turns out 
to be a free man”. R. Eliezer says, “Lo, this is a slave who also is in the 
status of a mamzer”*. Thus, the son of a mamzer can become an Israelite 
if manumitted. B. 0144. 71a reveals that money can purify a mamzer (cf. 
also b. Qidd. 69a). But, as is usually the case, the rabbis debated the issue 
and did not agree: ‘Our Rabbis taught: Mamzerim and Nethinim will 
become pure in the future: this is R. Jose's view. R. Meir said: They will 
not become pure” (b. Qidd. 72b). The point to be made is that the "tenth 
generation’ may well not have been taken by Jesus’ contemporaries as an 
irrevocable status. Steps may have been permitted to eliminate the taint of 
the status, though, as Jonathan Klawans has pointed out to me, this entire 
concem of changing status may be eschatological (т. Ed. 8.7). One might 
suggest that Joseph's marriage to Mary, or perhaps even the circumcision 
ceremony itself— upon which Chilton leans so heavily, could have func- 
tioned as such a transitional act. Evidence is not available for our period 
to permit confident judgement. 

Fourth, when it comes to specific social manifestations of the mamzer s 
status deprivations, however, we are at a historian’s loss of confidence. 
The cvidence is not firm. If we can say, in general, that a mamzer would 
most likely have been socially- and religiously-restricted we are unsure 
what that might mean. Could Jesus enter a synagogue — if there was a 
designated building? Could Jesus enter the Temple? All the way to the. 
boundaries of the holy place? Could Jesus have married an Israelite girl? 
Could Jesus have participated in the annual feasts? In particular, at 
Pesach could he have offered his own lamb for sacrifice? 

For the rabbis, who constructed an ideal society that probably diverged 
in many ways from the ideal, a mamzer was in general a lower-class 
member of society. However, even among those who thought a mamzer 
was not to marry an Israelite girl there is clear social adjustment. Rabbis 
permitted the mamzer to serve in civil trials, though not in capital cases 
(b. Sanh. 36b; b. Nid. 496). If the mamzer could sit in trial in a civil case, 
it is highly likely that the mamcer was integrated into society in many 
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other ways." In fact, Passamaneck has concluded (for the Talmudic evi- 
dence): ‘Clearly the Talmud did not exclude the mamzer from participat- 
ing in many areas of Jewish life, and it is safe to assume that theoretically 
at least, the mamzer led a normal life except for his limited marriage 
opportunities’. 

Itis time now to tum to each of Chilton’s conclusions to draw together 
what can be known and what was most likely the case for Jesus, (Num- 
bers and letters refer to the enumerated and lettered points above.) 


Disagreements 
First, I refer to points made by Chilton (pp. 140) where I think the evi- 
dence is insufficient to shoulder his historical conclusions. There is not 
sufficient clarity pertaining to conclusions 1 or 3 for them to be useful for 
understanding Jesus. The term ‘caste’ is problematic, as is the evidence 
that we do have that Jesus was not fundamentally separated from Jewish 
society. There is no evidence that Jesus was ‘silenced’ in public congrega- 
tions (conclusion 4); in fact, Chilton makes much of Jesus’ public speech 
in Nazareth. Perhaps Chilton would argue that Jesus’ baptism purified 
Jesus from his mamzer heritage, but that supposition would almost cer- 
tainly not have been held by the elders in the synagogue at Nazareth. 1 
doubt very much that the community surrounding Jesus felt imperiled 
because of his mamzer status (conclusion 6). 

Tam not sure why Chilton thinks Jesus’ status was lowered when his 
father died (conclusion 7). Jesus’ status was determined as а mamzer 
because of his mother’s illicit union. If Joseph adopted Jesus, then Jesus" 
status was elevated by that adoption and (only perhaps) by the rite of 
circumcision. Joseph’s death, to my knowledge, would not have impacted 
Jesus’ status for that status would have been sustained by the adoption. In 
light of the later evidence that an intelligent mamzer was of a higher 
status than an ignorant high (!) priest (m. Hor. 3.8), 1 am doubtful of 
Chilton's conclusion that there was anything particularly offensive about 
Jesus becoming a talmid of John (conclusion 8). 

‘Ang, if Chilton wishes to remain consistent with this point, be should 
re-consider conclusions 11 and 13, as well as (1): if it was offensive to 
become a talmid of John, it would have been difficult to find a platform in 
Capernaum. And, if it was easy to get out of range by running off to 
‘Capemaum, certainly he was also safe in Jerusalem (conclusion 13). But, 


51. For the record, the standard rabbinic classification is as follows: priests, Israel- 
ites, mamzerim, пейил, proselytes, and freed slaves (b. Hor. 13a). 
52. Passamancck, ‘Some Medieval Problems’, p. 124. 
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since 1 doubt conclusion 8 is secure (a mamzer status would not have 
prevented Jesus from being John's salmid), 1 would agree with conclusion 
11 for other reasons: I find it unlikely that a mamzer would have been 
restricted at this level. And, therefore, I find it unlikely that Jesus would 
have found the Temple any more evocative of God's presence than any 
other Jews’ sense when entering the Temple (1). 

‘That Jesus could become a prophet-like leader is permissible to a mam- 
zer, and I have seen no evidence that а mamzer could not operate in such 
а manner (conclusion 14). Deuteronomy 23.3 might restrict a mamzer 
from Temple and marriage, but it does not prohibit him from operating in 
society in a normal way. 1 am non-plussed by Chilton's contention that 
Jesus found in the Temple the palpable presence of his Abba (1), though 
he founds many of his observations about Jesus’ mamzer status ultimately 
оп Deuteronomy 23.3. 

It is my judgement that it is quite casy to exaggerate Jesus’ isolation 
(A) in that the evidence is not clear enough to know the full implications 
of being classified as a mamzer. Furthermore, the second we truck into the. 
issue of self-identity and postulate that а mamzer status would have dra- 
‘matically altered where Jesus found identity (B, D, E, K), we are entering 
into unacceptable guesswork: identities are shaped in any number of ways. 
Children who grow up in troubled homes sometimes have wonderful 
identities; children who grow up in healthy homes are sometimes troubled 
themselves. And, it should be observed here that John Miller postulates 
that Jesus” turning to Abba was indicative of a healthy, loving relationship 
with Joseph while others have argued that Abba emerged from a torn and 
battered relationship, and others from the death of his father. We should 
just knock this kind of speculation off; we do not know the hidden factors. 
contributing to Jesus" use of Abba, though there is something to say for 
cach view. At least Miller's work reveals patient and careful work with 
psychological research. That one’s image of one’s parents shapes one’s 
image of God is founded upon firm studies; that one can infer from one's 
view of God back to one’s father is not. A recent study by D. Jacobs- 
Malina argues, in fact, that Jesus’ vision of the Kingdom was more shaped 
by the ideal woman with an absent husband. Enough said; our data are 
insufficient to make too strong claims from Jesus’ use of Abba." 


53. Important research includes A. Vergote ег al., "Concept of God and Parental 
Images’, JSSR 8 (1969), pp. 79-87; A. Vergote and A. Tamayo, The Parental Figure 
and the Representation of God (Religion and Society, 21; New York: Mouton, 1981). 

354. D.Jacobs-Malina, Beyond Patriarchy: The Images of Family in Jesus (Mahwah, 
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Was Jesus excluded from the synagogue (C)? The evidence for this is 
three-fold: (1) that Deuteronomy 23.3 could be taken this way; (2) that the 
rabbinic sources do reveal that mamzerim could do just about everything 
in Jewish society; and (3) that the Gospel records show a Jesus who freely 
moved in and out of synagogues. 

Chilton's contention that Jesus was excluded from his father's funeral 
because he was a mamzer borders on the sensationalist for me (F). The 
rabbinic traditions reveal а consistent and fundamental mercy when it 
‘comes to such matters; the rabbis dropped even the most basic commands 
for the funeral of one's father. That the parable of the prodigal son 
mimics Jesus" own life, and yet that Jesus himself was not feted because 
he was a mamzer (L), are neither probative at the historical and evidential 
level. Ultimately, it comes down to what Deuteronomy 23.3 implies by 
non-admission, and I doubt very much that there is sufficient evidence to 
suggest that Jesus would not have been given a welcome because he was 
a mamzer, 


Agreements 
take it to be the case that conclusion 2 is justified on the basis of Deuter- 
опоту 23.3 and the problems arising in Jewish society over marriage. 
That Jesus was an ‘untouchable’ for ten generations is both rhetorically 
overdone but also probably accurate, though there is clear evidence that a 
‘mamzer could change his status, though we are not sure when that might 
occur (see my third conclusion above). To be untouchable for ten genera- 
tions affirms Deuteronomy 23.3, if the stipulation was in force. It в highly 
likely that Jesus’ brothers resented his mamzer status (conclusion 9) and it 
is likely that Mary, had she wanted to, would have had difficulty finding a 
She-mamzer for Jesus (conclusion 10). That Jesus’ rejection at Nazareth 
‘was in part related to his status seems to be quite reasonable (conclusion 
12). It is certain that Jesus’ followers rejected the accusations that Jesus 
was a mamzer (conclusion 15). And I would think that Abba language and 
Kingdom hope are partly to be explained in light of Jesus’ mamzer status, 
though I retain the hesitations expressed above (E, Н). 

That Jesus’ status was an issue in Jerusalem and that Jesus was antago- 
istic toward Israel's leaders are, in my view, perhaps Clillon's most 
enduring insights into Jesus in light of his mamzer status (Definition 13; 
cf. also G). It is this status that might explain Jesus’ joining of John's 


NJ: Paulist, 1993); see also BJ. Malina, The Social World of Jesus and the Gospels 
(London: Routledge, 1996), pp. 97-120. 
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somewhat anti-Temple attitudes as well as his outburst in the Temple. 
This raises, in its tow, the attitude Jesus had toward the Temple and its 
authorities in several instances. Each of these might be plausibly con- 
nected to Deuteronomy 23.3, if it be understood as Jesus’ restriction of 
movement in the Temple. Thus, the so-called ‘cleansing’ might be a tirade 
related to the area where Jesus was in fact permitted. His action was a 
defence of his own: as а mamzer was he limited to the Court of Gentiles? 

When Chilton surmises that the deep divide between Christianity and 
Judaism is in part related to Jesus’ mamzer status, it has within it a kernel 
and fundamental insight: if Jesus’ opposition to the Temple and its authori- 
ties is related to his status, then the polemic it generated is also to be 
explained in a similar manner. And that means that the Christian usage of 
such polemic has a social rootedness that is often not observed. But all of 
this is founded upon the possible link between Jesus’ polemic and his 
татгет status. 

‘That Jesus” baptism was connected to his mamzer status and its undoing 
provokes thought and imagination. Let us assume that Jesus’ baptism is 
‘somewhat political and let us also assume that it was concerned with a 
vision for Israel. If so, it seems reasonable to me that Jesus took up, ог 
began to take up, a new shape to his identity and that would have inevita- 
bly related to his previous status asa mamzer. The problem I see with this 
is that there is no evidence that I know of that suggests Jesus” status in his 
society changed as a result of his baptism. Itis entirely possible, however, 
that Jesus’ status in his own mind changed, even if other Galileans failed 
to accompany him in his new life. 

Another feature of Chilton's proposals that I find to be potently sugges- 
tive is his notion that Jesus’ mamzer status led to his inclusion of those 
otherwise excluded in Jewish society (K). While Christian tradition has 
often simply asserted that Jesus, by fiar, had a compassion and love other- 
wise unknown in Jewish society and while that perception of Jesus has 
recently been overtumed, there has been little examination of the social 
basis for Jesus’ inclusion of the unlikely of Jewish society until Chilton's 
own suggestion (followed contemporarily by van Aarde). That is, while 
many have noted that Jesus’ rejection led to his inclusion of others, most 
have shaped his inclusiveness on the basis of Jesus’ view of God as lov- 
ing or the kingdom as eschatologically inclusive. Chilton's suggestion is 





55. On this, cf my study, Jesus" New Vision within Judaism, in Who Was Jesus? 
A Jewish-Christian Dialogue (od. P. Copan and С.А. Evans; Louisville, KY: West- 
‘minste/John Knox, 2001), pp. 73-96, here 78-81. 


MCKNIGHT Jesus as Mamzer 161 


important to consider: а social foundation for Jesus’ inclusiveness could 
well bave been his experiences of exclusion because he was labelled a 
mamzer. 

Finally, Chilton's suggestion that Jesus’ mamzer status toughened his 
identity is to be considered successful (M). If we limit his toughness to 
his growing responses to his status, we fall short; but if we include his 
 mamzer status as a contributing dimension to the development of a certain 
tough resolve to carry through with his mission to Israel, then we are 
probably on safe, if speculative, ground. 


Significance: Christology from the Side 
What then is the significance of Jesus’ mamzer status? What are the impli- 
cations of Jesus’ opponents calling Jesus ‘son of Mary’ or an ‘illegitimate 
child"? I suggest three implications, but first a word: it is one thing to sug- 
gest social implications for Jesus’ life from his mamzer status. It is quite 
another to infer Jesus’ self-perception or the perception of others from 
those accusations. It would be easy to guess; I'll try to keep our imagina- 
tions within the fold of three clements that are more or less secure once 
one concludes that Jesus was indeed considered by some to be a mamzer. 

Jesus as teacher. There is no question that Jesus was perceived and 
received as a teacher of wit and wisdom. It should not escape our attention 
that the single most influential text in understanding Jesus as a mamzer is 
from the synagogue in Nazareth, and the setting for the accusatory ques- 
tions and comment that this Jesus was after all the ‘son of Mary’ is that 
Jesus is teaching (Mark 6.2). The questions reveal the point: ‘Where did 
this man get all this? What is this wisdom that has been given to him? 
‘What deeds of power are being done by his hands!” And the inference in 
6.3 they make go to the problem with listening to this upstart teacher: ‘Is 
not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and brother of James and Joses and 
Judas and Simon, and are not his sisters here with us?’ Jesus’ response 
deals with the same level: ‘Prophets are not without bonor, except in their 
hometown, and among their own kin, and in their own house’ (6.4). 

In other words, Jesus teaches with wisdom and in а way that draws 
others into his ambit of wisdom — and his opponents attack him not on the 
basis of what he was teaching but on the basis of his origins. Jesus is 
illegitimate; he should not be listened to. The charge of mamzer is an accu- 
satory performative utterance designed to denounce Jesus and to draw 
crowds away from his authority and charisma. The Christology from the 
side is that Jesus has established himself as a powerful teacher and the 
way to dethrone his honor was by way of questioning his legitimacy. 
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Jesus as self-claimed authority and prophet. Many today would 
hesitate to accept the fullness of John's narrative in chapter 8 as carrying 
with it historical weight about the context for the accusatory words that 
Jesus was a mamzer (8.41, 42). The context, however, is generally credible: 
namely, that Jesus made self-claims about his authority to speak for God* 
—this is the claim of a prophet after all — and some of his contemporaries 
considered his claim fraudulent and deceptive and unsubstantial. If the 
words are more explicit in John 8 than what one might expect, the general 
‘substance behind them is credible: Jesus did make claims for himself 
(prophet, etc.) and others thought he was such and yet others thought he 
маз not a prophet (e.g, Mk 2.1-3.6). His claim to have been sent by God 
(ов. the ‘I have come” sayings) and that those who know God would know 
him are all credible social settings for the historical Jesus —and therefore a 
charge that Jesus called into question the status of contemporaries is credi- 
ble. If Chilton’s thesis that Jesus” relations with the Temple authorities 
derives from their perception of his status, then we find confirmation of 
ош point: the accusatory performative of calling Jesus a mamzer discred- 
ited Jesus" entire ministry and called him into question as a person worthy 
of teaching, preaching, prophesying, and ministering as he did. 

Though hardly as secure as our first observation, a Christology from 
the side may well consider the label mamzer to indicate both that Jesus 
had called into question the legitimacy (spiritual) of some of his contem- 
poraries and that question of them led to their questioning of Jesus’ 
legitimacy (genetic). The accusation would also indicate in all likelihood. 
that Jesus had made claims to have been sent from God, to have been 
authorized by God to utter his words, and to have been especially related 
to God. The accusation would have been designed to discredit the self- 
claims of Jesus about his authority and his prophetic vocation. 

Jesus as of supernatural origins. | consider it only a slight possibility 
thatthe label mamzer reflects a claim on the part of Jesus, his family or his 
followers that he had supernatural origins. The birth narratives of Matthew 
and Luke, not to omit the astounding prologue to John, along with the 
carly Christian snippets (eg. Phil. 2.5-11; Hebrews 1) add up to an early 
Christian conviction that Jesus was no ordinary human being. However, 
that Jesus made claim to such origins in such a way that it drew out of 
others that he was, far from having a supernatural origin, one who was 





56. In particular, soe B.F. Meyer, The Aims of Jesus (London: SCM, 1979), and 
now J.D.G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), pp. 615-762. 
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actually illegitimate is beyond the evidence we now possess. To be sure, 
John 8.41-42 hints at such — and if taken as authentic could be utilized to 
lay claim that Jesus made claims of a supernatural origin — not unlike the 
virginal conception of Matthew 1, but that evidence is best left аз quiet as 
it appears on such matters. 
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